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any announcement as to the resumption of operations of the 
plant? A. It did not. 

Q. What was done with reference to communications, if 
anything, to the public? A. On the evening of Thursday, 
June 24th, a great many newspaper reporters came to me 
and asked when the company was going to open the plant, 
inasmuch as they had heard of the Governor’s order lifting 
martial law at seven o’clock the following morning, and per¬ 
mitting the company to reopen the plant. 

I told the newspaper reporters generally that it is a very 
difficult matter to reopen a plant after a forced shut-down, 
and it would be impossible to say just when the plant would 
be reopened. 

Q. What time did you arrive at your office on Friday, 
June 25th? A. On Friday, June 25th, I arrived at the office 
around six a. m., and prior to going to the office I visited 
several of the gates, particularly in the Gautier—Gautier 
Department—and Lower Works, and found large crowds 
of men gathered at the gate, which I afterward learned 
were miners who had come into the city from all 
15609 the surrounding territory that morning. 

I also saw down near the Point Stadium a large 
crowd of men carrying flags and marching toward the plant 
entrances. 

I learned that about five thousand of such miners had 
come into the town that morning to do picket duty at the 
gates, and the evidence that I saw of them at those gates 
which I visited showed that there were very large numbers 
of them in town. 

Q. Now, what happened, if anything, at the gates that 
morning either as you saw it, saw them, and the crowds 
there, or as was reported to you by the watchmen at the 
gates or superintendents? A. I was told by watchmen and 
superintendents that shortly after seven o’clock that the 
crowds dispersed, and that there were no men entered the 
plant at that time. In fact, the State Police had complete 
charge of the gates up until seven o’clock, at which time 
martial law was lifted, so that there was no opportunity 
for any one to enter the plant at that time. 

Q. That is, the seven to eleven shift on June 25th? A. 
The seven to three shift. 
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Q. The seven to three shift. That is correct ? A. That is 
correct. 

15610 Q. Well, did any employees later in the day enter 
the plant ? A. Later in the day, as told me by super¬ 
intendents and watchmen, large groups of employees 
started going into the plant without having been ordered 
into the plant, and as fast as employees arrived at the plant 
in their various departments, certain operations were 
started. The number of men increased very substantially 
as the day went on, and in some cases where parts of crews 
were available to start certain operations, other men were 
notified that such operations were to be started; so that by 
Saturday morning a substantial operation was underway 
in various departments in the plant. 

Q. Were those men who had come in during the day, 
Friday, or any of them, scheduled for work? A. They 
were not. 

Q. Well, now, what happened, if anything, on Saturday 
with reference to operations? A. On Saturday the num¬ 
ber of men coming into the plant increased greatly until 
by Sunday morning there were fourteen Open Hearth 
furnaces in operation, which was within two furnaces of 
being the same number as were in operation prior to the 
strike. 

Other departments in the plant were operating in about 
the same proportion, so that on Sunday, operations 

15611 throughout the plant were almost back to normal, 
and it was not until that condition was reached, that 

any announcement was made with regard to the plant being 
in operation. 

Q. Now, do you mean normal operation for Sunday, or 
normal operation for any day? A. Normal operation for 

anv dav. 

• * 

Q. How about the condition at the gates with reference 
to pickets on Monday ? A. On Monday morning at seven— 
on Monday morning at seven o'clock there was another 
large group of miners, estimated at about 2,500 or 3,000 
men who came into the city from various locations sur¬ 
rounding the city, and took up their places at the gates for 
picket duty. 

The employees who were working, going to work, went 
into the plant without any particular difficulty and there 
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was no violence or anything out of the way that happened 
on Monday morning; and during Monday the operations 
in the plant were practically back to normal. 

Q. That is, Monday— A. That is, June 28th. 

Q. June 28th. Were the State Police at the gates? A. 
The State Police were at the gates and kept good order. 
Q. So that there was little or no difficulty for the 

15612 employees to enter and leave the plant— A. That 
is correct. 

Q. —during Monday? A. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore: Off the record, please, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. We will take 
a recess. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were resumed as follows:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: Will you mark this for identification? 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
Respondents’ Exhibit 191 for Identification.) 

Mr. Moore: Now, I would like, Mr. Examiner, to stipu¬ 
late this telegram into the record, if that is agreeable to 
counsel for the Board? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which exhibit number is that? 
Mr. Moore: 191. Counsel for the respondents 

15613 and counsel for the Board stipulate of record that 
Respondents’ Exhibit 191 for Identification is a true 

copy of a telegram dated “Pittsburgh, June 26th, 1937,” 
addressed by Philip Murray, Chairman of the Steel Work¬ 
ers Organizing Committee to Eugene Grace, President of 
the Bethlehem Steel Corp., Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, and 
which was sent by Mr. Murray to Mr. Grace and received by 
Mr. Grace on that day. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is it so stipulated? 

Mr. Rose: That is agreeable. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Moore: It is further stipulated that the exhibit shall 
be admitted as Respondents’ Exhibit 191. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: So stipulated? 

Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The document may be received 
in evidence as Respondents’ Exhibit 191. 

(Thereupon, the document previously marked Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit 191 for Identification was marked Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit 191 in evidence.) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Now, Mr. Evans, I show you 

15614 a copy of Respondents’ Exhibit 191 and ask you 
when you first knew of that telegram? A. I first 

knew of this telegram on Monday, June 2Sth, 1937. 

Q. How did you learn of it? A. I received a telephone 
call from Mr. Grace’s office and this telegram was read 
to me over the telephone. 

Q. And was a copy of it taken down over the telephone? 
A. It was. 

Q. Did you make any reply directly to that telegram? 
A. I did. 

Q. At what time? A. I made— 

Q. When and at what time? A. I made a reply on June 
28th, 1937 some time late in the afternoon, I think around 
about five o’clock. 

Mr. Moore: Will you mark that for Identification? 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
Respondents’ Exhibit 192 for Identification.) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) I show you Respondents’ Exhibit 
192 for Identification and ask you to tell me what that is? 

(Respondents’ Exhibit 192 for Identification passed to 
witness.) 

A. This is a copy of the telegram which I sent 

15615 to Philip Murray (Chairman of the Steel Workers 
Organizing Committee, Pittsburgh, on June 28th, 

1937. 

Q. Well, is that a carbon copy of the original made at 
the same time the original was made? A. That’s right, 
this is a carbon copy. 
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Mr. Moore: Off the record, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Moore: I offer in evidence then, Mr. Examiner, 
Respondents ’ Exhibit 192 for Identification as Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit 192. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Rose? 

Mr. Rose: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It will be received as Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit 192. 

(Thereupon, the document previously marked Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit 192 for Identification was marked Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit 192 in evidence.) 

Mr. Moore: And it is understood, Mr. Examiner, that 
Respondents’ Exhibit 192 that has been marked is a copy 
of the carbon copy which Mr. Evans identified as the carbon 
copy of the telegram that he sent. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: To Mr. Murray. 

15616 Mr. Moore: To Mr. Murray, yes. 

Mr. Rose: Yes, it is so understood. 

Mr. Moore: And it contains at the top of it, that is 
Exhibit 192, certain information that was added by the 
Western Union Telegraph Company in which counsel for 
the Board and the respondents have satisfied themselves is 
correct. 

Mr. Rose: That’s correct. 

Mr. Moore: Now, off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. It is stipulated 
by counsel for the respondents and counsel for the Board 
that the telegram, a copy of which is in evidence as Re¬ 
spondents’ Exhibit 192 was sent by the Western Union 
Telegraph Company at 4:45 p.m. of June 28, 1937, and was 
received by Philip Murray, Chairman Steel Workers Or¬ 
ganizing Committee, some time during the afternoon or 
early evening of June 28, 1937. So stipulated? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 
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Mr. Rose: Yes. 

15617 Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, there is some 
testimony in the record with reference to the dyna¬ 
miting of the two water lines, I think the line from Que- 
mahoning Dam and a line from one other dam, the name 
of which I have forgotten; what was the name of that dam ? 
A. Border Dam. 

Q. Border Dam? A. Yes. 

Q. "When did that dynamiting take place? 

Mr. Rose: Objected to as immaterial and irrelevant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: The Quemahoning Line was blown up 
at ten-fifteen p.m. on June 28th and the Border Line at 
around three a.m. on June 29th. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did you go to the site of the dyna¬ 
miting on that next day ? A. I did not. 

Q. Or on the 28th? A. I did not. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore, you said “the next 
day” there, that might be a trifle confusing. You had 
two dates, the 28th and the 29tli, then when you say “the 
next day” it might be confusing. 

Mr. Moore: I am sorry. 

Trial Examiner Bloom : As to just what you were 

15618 referring to. 

Mr. Moore: I am sorry I understood him to say 
they both occurred on the same date. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No. 

Mr. Moore: One ten p.m.— 

The Witness: One ten p.m. and the other at three a.m. 

Trial Examiner Bloom : Of the following day. 

The Witness: Following day. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is what I understood. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) My question, then, should have 
been: Did you go to the site of the dynamiting either on 
the 28th or the 29th of June? A. I did not. 

Mr. Moore: Thank you, Mr. Examiner. Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, on the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Evans, did you or in so far as 
you know, did any one else who you know or believe to 
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have been a representative of or acting for or authorized 
to act for either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation at any time before or during the strike 
among the employees of Bethlehem Steel Company at its 
Cambria Plant in June, 1937, directly or indirectly 

15619 suggest to or order or direct that the Johnstown Citi¬ 
zens’ Committee or any member, officer, representa¬ 
tive or committee thereof do or refrain from doing any¬ 
thing in connection with the formation of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee? Now, if you want me to repeat 
that— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you have that in your mind? 

The Witness: I have it in my mind, the only question 
there is whether to say “we, they”, or “I”. 

Mr. Ford: Perhaps the reporter will read the question. 

The Witness: You say “I or any other”. 

Mr. Ford: When the question is re-read, I think you will 
see how to frame your answer. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: I understand the question, the only thing 
I had in mind was whether a proper answer would be 
“I did not” or, inasmuch as it refers to others than 
myself— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, how about an answer like 
“yes” or “no”? Don’t you think that might answer it? 
I mean, just a straight negative instead of using pronouns? 

The Witness: No. 

Mr. Rose: Well, I wanted to object to the ques- 

15620 tion. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, it is under¬ 
stood that Board’s counsel have an objection to these 
questions. 

Mr. Moore: Well, isn’t it clear, Mr. Examiner, that the 
answer “no” negatives all the questions included? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Maybe I misunderstood. 

Mr. Ford: I think that is right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It seems to me a no or yes 
would answer that question. 

Mr. Ford: That’s right. 
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Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Evans, the question that I have 
just read ended up “in connection with the formation of 
the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee”. Now, I want to ask 
substantially the same question, except substituting for 
that “or in connection with any of the activities of the 
Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of any committee 
thereof”. 

Mr. Rose: Mr. Examiner, as I understand it, the ob¬ 
jection is overruled and we are to have an exception, I mean 
an objection? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: An objection to each of these 
series of questions, yes. Now, do you get the distinction 
there, the first was the formation and the next is the activi¬ 
ties? Am I correct, Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Moore: Perhaps to make the thing clear I would 
suggest that you again read the question and then tie up 
afterwards, it is understood, as I understand, that 
15621 counsel have a standing objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: A standing objection to 
this whole series. 

Mr. Moore: So it won’t be necessary to break in. 

Mr. Ford: I will start over again. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Unless you hear from me, Mr. 
Evans, unless you hear from me, answer. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Did you or in so far as you know, did 
any one else who you know or believe to have been a rep¬ 
resentative of or acting for or authorized to act for the 
Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation 
at any time before or during the strike among the em¬ 
ployees of Bethlehem Steel Company at its Cambria Plant 
in June, 1937, directly or indirectly suggest to or order or 
direct the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or any member, 
officer or representative or committee thereof to do or re¬ 
frain from doing anything in connection with any of the 
activities of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of any 
committee thereof? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the holding of any meetings? 
A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the issuance of any public state¬ 
ment or statements? A. No. 
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15622 Q. Or in connection with the insertion of any ad¬ 
vertisement or advertisements in any newspaper or 

newspapers? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the publication of any booklet 
or booklets or any pamphlet or pamphlets? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the making of any speeches or 
statements over the radio or otherwise? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the solicitation of anv funds? 
A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the sending of any communica¬ 
tions to or the holding of any conferences with officials of, or 
other persons purporting to represent, the United States 
of America? A. No. 

Q. The Commonwealth of Pennsylvania? A. No. 

Q. Cambria County? A. No. 

Q. The City of Johnstown? A. No. 

Q. Franklin Boro? A. No. 

Q. The so-called Steel Workers Committee? 

15623 A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with anything whatsoever? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Disregarding the restrictions or 
limitations which you put upon the use by the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee of the moneys which Bethlehem Steel 
Company contributed to it, did you, or in so far as you 
know, did anyone else who you know or believe to have 
been a representative of, or acting for, or authorized to 
act for, either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation, at any time before or during the strike 
among the employees of Bethlehem Steel Company at its 
Cambria Plant in June, 1937, directly or indirectly suggest 
to or order or direct the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee 
or any member, officer or representative or committee 
thereof to do or refrain from doing anything in connection 
with the expenditure of any funds? A. No. 

Q. In so far as you know, did the Johnstown Citizens’ 
Committee or its executive committee or any other commit¬ 
tee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or any member or 
representative of any of such committees ever take any ac¬ 
tion or do anything or refrain from taking any action or 
doing anything for the purpose of aiding, helping or 

15624 benefiting Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
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Steel Corporation as distinguished from any other inter¬ 
est or other property owner whether located in Johnstown 
or elsewhere? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that, please. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Did any member or representative of 
the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its executive com¬ 
mittee or of any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ 
Committee at any meeting of any of such committees which 
you attended, or elsewhere, in so far as you know, ever say 
in words or in substance that the taking of any action or 
the doing of anything or the refraining from taking any 
action or doing anything by any of such committees, or by 
any member or representative thereof, was for the purpose 
of aiding, helping or benefiting Bethlehem Steel Company 
or Bethlehem Steel Corporation as distinguished from any 
other interest or other property owner, whether located in 
Johnstown or elsewhere? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You may answer. 

The Witness: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Was anything said by any one in 
any meeting of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its 
executive committee or anv other committee of the 
15625 Johnstown Citizens’ Committee which you attended 
to the effect that anything was to be done or at¬ 
tempted by the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or by its 
executive committee or by any other committee of the 
Johnstown Citizens’ Committee in the interest of Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation as 
distinguished from any other interest or other property 
owner whether located in Johnstown or elsewhere ? A. No. 

Q. You testified, I believe, Mr. Evans, correct me if 
T am wrong, that you and Mr. C. R. Ellicott came to the 
room at the Fort Stanwix Hotel where several other per¬ 
sons were holding a meeting on the afternoon of Sunday, 
June 13th, 1937 and told such other persons that the 
Governor of Pennslvania had left such hotel? A. I be¬ 
lieve in response to a question that was asked at that meet¬ 
ing as to whether the Governor had left, that we said that 



BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR BEL. BOARD. 7763 


at the time we left the meeting, that he had also left the 
room. I don’t recall as to whether he had left town or 
anything of that kind, but he left the room about the same 
time that we did. 

Mr. Ford: Well, I will withdraw that question tem¬ 
porarily, Mr. Evans, and ask you another question at some 
future time. 

Mr. Rose: What does counsel mean, he is with- 

15626 drawing the question temporarily? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The question is with¬ 
drawn. 

Mr. Ford: I may say, Mr. Examiner, that I want an 
opportunity to frame another question, that is all. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There is nothing very serious 
one way or another, counsel always have the privilege of 
withdrawing a question. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Did Mr. C. R. Ellicott, in so far as 
you know, take any part in the transaction of any business 
that was transacted at any time by the Johnstown Citizens’ 
Committee or by its executive committee or by any other 
committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? A. No. 

Q. Did you ever hear from any member or representative 
of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its executive 
committee or of any other committee of the Johnstown Citi¬ 
zens ’ Committee that Mr. C. R. Ellicott ever look any part 
in the transaction of any business that was transacted at 
any time by any of such committees? A. No. 

Mr. Ford: Will you read the last question, please? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You have the “that” in there, 
Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford: What is that? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I thought you had left 

15627 the word “that” out. 

Mr. P^ord: Will you read the last question, 

please ? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) You testified, Mr. Evans, that, I be¬ 
lieve—correct me if 1 am wrong—that at a meeting of the 
citizens held at the Elks Club on the evening of Monday, 
June 14th, you were present and at that meeting you made 
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a statement; do you regard the making of that statement 
as the transaction of business? A. I do not. 

Q. Did you take any part in the transaction of any busi¬ 
ness that was transacted at that meeting? A. No. 

15628 Q. Mr. Evans, disregarding the contributions that 
you had to do with according to your testimony, did 

you take any part in the transaction of any business that 
was transacted at any time by the Johnstown Citizens’ 
Committee or by its Executive Committee, or by any other 
committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? A. No. 

Q. Disregarding yourself, Mr. Evans, did any person 
who you know was or believe to have been a representative 
of or acting for, or authorized to act for either Bethlehem 
Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation, ever take 
any part, in so far as you know, in the transaction of any 
business that was transacted at any time by the Johns¬ 
town Citizens’ Committee or by its Executive Committee 
or by any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee ? A. No. 

Q. Again disregarding yourself, Mr. Evans, did you ever 
hear from any member or representative of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee or of its Executive Committee, or of 
any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Commit¬ 
tee, that any person purporting to be a representative of, 
or to be acting for or to be authorized to act for either the 
Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corpora¬ 
tion ever took any part in the transaction of any 

15629 business that was transacted at any time by any of 
such committees? A. No. 

Q. Again disregarding yourself, Mr. Evans, did you ever 
hear from any member or representative of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee, or of its Executive Committee or of 
any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Commit¬ 
tee that any person that you know was, or believe to have 
been a representative of or acting for, or authorized to act 
for either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel 
Corporation ever took any part in the transaction of any 
business that was transacted at any time by any of such 
committees? A. No. 

Q. Again disregarding yourself, Mr. Evans, did you ever 
hear from any member or representative of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee or of its Executive Committee, or of 
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any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Commit¬ 
tee, that any person w T ho such member or representative 
stated that he knew or believed was a representative of 
or acting for or authorized to act for either Bethlehem 
Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation ever took 
any part in the transaction of any business that was trans¬ 
acted at any time by any of such committees? A. No. 

15630 Q. Did any member or representative of the 
Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its Executive 

Committee or of any other committee of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee ever tell you that there ever was any 
connection between any of such committee and Bethlehem 
Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation? A. No. 

Q. Did anyone who you know was or believe to have been 
a representative of, or acting for or authorized to act for 
either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration ever tell you that there ever was any connection 
between the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or its Execu¬ 
tive Committee or any other committee of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee and either such company or such cor¬ 
poration? A. No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record, Mr. Ford. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) In so far as you know, were any of 
the following named persons a member of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee or of any committee thereof: 

15631 Eugene 0. Grace 
Frederick A. Shick 

Robert E. McMath 
George H. Blakeley 
C. Austin Buck 
Charles R. Holton 
Charles M. Schwab 
James H. Ward 
Quincy Bent 
Archibald Johnston 
Joseph M. Larkin 
Paul Mackall 
Norborne Berkeley 
Charles D. Marshall 
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William J. Brown 
James P. Bender 
Charles R. Miller 
Edward B. Hill 
William H. Johnstone 
Warren M. Driver 
Sigmund L. Holverstott 
Richard H. Schlottman 
Frederick N. Finger 
Robert Young 
Fred H. Overdorf 

William L. Achenbach 

15632 Donald T. Aikenhead 
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Mr. Moore: Now, off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

A. No. 

15635 Q. (By Mr. Ford) In so far as you know, did 
any of the persons whose names I read in asking the 

preceding question at any time suggest to or order or 
direct the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or its executive 
committee or any other committee of the Johnstown Citi¬ 
zens’ Committee as such Citizens’ Committee, or as such 
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executive committee or as any such other committee, to 
do or refrain from doing anything? A. No. 

Q. In so far as you know, did any of the persons whose 
names I read in asking the next to the last preceding ques¬ 
tion at any time suggest to or order or direct any member 
or representative of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee 
or its Executive Committee or any other member or rep¬ 
resentative of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee as such 
member or representative, to do or refrain from doing 
anything? A. No. 

Q. Did you, or in so far as you know, did any other 
representative of Bethlehem Steel Company or any repre¬ 
sentative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at any time prior 
to the beginning of this case discuss with or mention to 
Francis C. Martin or Fulton I. Connor, or any other officer 
or member of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee, any mat¬ 
ter that in any way related to the question as to 
15636 the manner in which the contributions made by the 
members of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee 
would or should be handled or were handled on the books 
or in the accounts of such committee? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that question. Before 
you read it, do you know when this case started, Mr. Evans ? 

The Witness: September 8th. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read the question. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Will you state the question 
again, please? 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Did you, or in so far as you know, 
did any other representative of Bethlehem Steel Company 
or any representative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at 
any time prior to the beginning of this case discuss with 
or mention to Mr. Francis C. Martin or Mr. Fulton I. 
Connor, or any other officer or member of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee any matter in any way related to the 
question as to the manner in which the contributions that 
were made by Bethlehem Steel Company to the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee would or should be handled or were 
handled on its books or in the accounts of that committee? 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 7769 


Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Evans, what does that ques¬ 
tion mean to you? 

15637 The Witness: Well, I take it to mean the question 
as to whether I or any one else as mentioned there, 

connected with the company, suggested or had anything 
to do with the manner in which the contributions which I 
have testified were made to the Johnstown Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee would be handled in so far as their accounting, the 
accounting of the committee, was concerned. That is my 
understanding of the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that substantially what the 
question means, Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Moore: That is what is intended. I think we should 
fix the date as to when the case began, if there is any doubt 
about it. 

15638 Trial Examiner Bloom: Would you say the case 
began when the complaint issued, or when the hear¬ 
ing started? 

Mr. Moore: I should think when the complaint was is¬ 
sued, at least, when the specific complaint was served. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not give Mr. Evans a 
specific date in the question. 

Mr. Moore: I think the complaint was dated September 
3rd, if I remember correctly. 

Mr. Rose: August 26th. 

Mr. Moore: August 26th. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The complaint was dated 
August 26th, 1937, and I assume it was probably served 
in a day or two. Why not use the date August 26th, 1937. 
The notice of hearing was issued August 26th. I don’t 
know when it was actually received. 

Mr. Moore: That is good enough for us. August 26th 
is good enough for us. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. Use that date instead 
of the beginning of the hearing. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) The beginning of the case means 
August 26th, 1937. Did any officer or member of the Johns¬ 
town Citizens’ Committee at any time prior to August 
26th, 1937 mention to you or discuss with you or, in so 
far as you know, with any other representative of the 
Bethlehem Steel Company or any representative of 

15639 Bethlehem Steel Corporation, any matter that in 
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any way related to the manner in which contribu¬ 
tions that were made by Bethlehem Steel Company to the 
Johnstown Citizens’ Committee would or should be handled 
or were handled on the books or in the accounts of that 
committee? A. No. 

Q. Did you, or in so far as you know, did any other 
representative of Bethlehem Steel Company or any rep¬ 
resentative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at any time 
prior to August 26th, 1937 know that the receipt by the 
Johnstown Citizens’ Committee of the moneys which were 
contributed to it by Bethlehem Steel Company had not 
been shown in the books of account of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee? A. No. 

Q. Did you, or in so far as you know, did any other 
representative of Bethlehem Steel Company or any repre¬ 
sentative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at any time prior 
to August 26th, 1937 know that the disbursing of such 
moneys had not been shown in such books of account? 
A. No. 

Mr. Moore: That brings us to a new subject, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer. It is now two minutes to one, or thereabouts, 
or one and one-half minutes to one. I wonder if we 
15640 might not adjourn at this time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. Two o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 1:00 o’clock p.m., a recess was taken to 
two o’clock p.m.) 


15654 After Recess 

(Whereupon, the hearing was resumed, pursuant to re¬ 
cess, at two o’clock p.m.) 

Additional Appearance: 

Alfred McCormack, Esq., (of the firm of Cravath, de 
Gersdorff, Swaine & Wood), 15 Broad Street, New 
York, N. Y., Attorneys on behalf of the Respondents. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come 
to order. 

Sidney D. Evans resumed the stand as a witness by and 
on behalf of the Respondents, and having been previously 
sworn, testified further as follows: 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I have one little matter I 
want to clear up with Mr. Evans, if I may, or about which 
I wish to interrogate him, and then, if it is agreeable to 
you we would like to present our argument in support of 
the application which we made for a subpoena to Mr. 
McDonald and I have asked Mr. McCormack to present 
the argument for us and I would like to have his appear¬ 
ance noted of record, if I may. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is the first name? 

Mr. McCormack: Alfred McCormack. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You are associated with Mr. 

Moore’s firm? 

15655 Mr. McCormack: Yes. 

Direct Examination (Continued) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, I hand you Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 91 and ask you if you will tell me whether that 
exhibit, or that memorandum, was made by you? 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit No. 91 was passed to the 
witness.) 

A. It was. 

Q. That is in your handwriting? A. It is. 

Q. And signed by you? A. That’s correct. 

Q. Now, will you tell me what you meant when you wrote 
on this memorandum, ‘‘ Sent them through our office ’ ’ ? 

Mr. Rose: I object to that, Mr. Examiner, the mem¬ 
orandum speaks for itself. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Does it? Take a look at it. 

(Thereupon, the document referred to was passed to Mr. 
Rose.) 

Mr. Rose: I think it does. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I will be glad to have counsel state 
of record what it means. 

Mr. Rose: I think the memorandum is in evidence— 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, you say you know what 
it means, I am particularly stupid today, tell me. 

15656 Mr. Rose: I think the memorandum speaks for 
itself. 

Trial Examiner Bloom. All right, objection overruled. 

The Witness: The question is what? 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What you meant by the use of the 
words “sent through our office”? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: ‘ 6 Sent them through our office.’ ’ 

Mr. Moore: “Sent them through our office.” 

The Witness: “Sent them.” 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

The Witness: I don’t recall the date of this memoran¬ 
dum but at that time I received from, in the mail, from 
two men in Bethlehem whom I don’t recall their names, 
checks, I believe, made out to the Johnstown Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee which were sent to me because, according to the 
memorandum which they sent with the checks, they did not 
know whom to direct the checks to to get to the proper 
destination and asked me if I would pass them along to 
the treasurer of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee, which 
I did, by attaching this memorandum to the checks and 
sending them to Mr. Rutledge. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) On this memorandum are noted in 
two places the statement “Five” which two cyphers evi¬ 
dently intended to be five dollars, and after each the let¬ 
ters, “C. K.” Are those in your handwriting? A. 

15657 They are not. 

Q. Do you know who put that notation or those 
notations on that paper? A. I did not. 

Q. Do you remember whether the checks were for five 
dollars each? A. I don’t recall exactly what the amounts 
of the checks w^ere. 

Q. You say they came from two men in Bethlehem and 
vou don’t remember their names; do vou remember 
whether of not either of the men who sent the checks 
was an official of the company? A. They were not. 

Q. That applies to both of them? A. That’s correct. 

Q. Then you referred to Bethlehem, Mr. Evans; I take 
it that you meant Bethlehem, Pennsylvania? A. That’s 
correct. 
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Q. Now, you said you did not remember the date; from 
the nature of the note, can you give me any idea? A. Why, 
I believe it was somewhere around the latter part of June 
or early in July. 

Q. Can you give us any idea with reference to the date 
on which the so-called “We Protest” ad. appeared in 
the newspapers? A. It was after the “We Protest” 

15658 ad. appeared in the newspapers. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, that covers what I 
had in mind with reference to the one preliminary matter 
of w’hich I spoke. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

Mr. Moore: I will ask Mr. McCormack if he will please 
go ahead with the argument. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Proceed. 

Mr. McCormack: Last Wednesday we— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Pardon me, Mr. McCormack, 
how long is this argument going to be roughly ? 

Mr. McCormack: I should say fifteen minutes or so. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, as you probably are aware, 
arguments are generally not included in the record, some¬ 
times when they are rather short I have permitted them 
to go into the record, but since this one will be somewhat 
lengthy it will be off the record. 

Mr. McCormack: I should prefer to have it in the 
record. If it is not in the record, why I assume that we 
will have to embody it in a memorandum and submit a 
memorandum. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I understood it that— 
this is for my own enlightenment—it is not— 

Mr. McCormack: Let me make a statement as to 

15659 what we are trying to do. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Certainly, go right 
ahead. This is on the record. 

Mr. McCormack: I do not know, probably because I 
am not sufficiently familiar with the procedure, whether 
the ruling which you made is a Board ruling or an Ex¬ 
aminer’s ruling. 

If the ruling that you have made and the ruling which 
you will make after hearing further argument— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, let’s assume for the pur¬ 
pose of this discussion that the ruling that I made the 
other day is vacated for the time being. 
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15660 Mr. McCormack: Then we would like to have what 
I have to say embodied in the record in order that 

the record might be submitted to the Board for review. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, this is my ruling, the 
ruling that I made the other day was my ruling, the Ex¬ 
aminer’s ruling, and the ruling that will be made after 
your presentation of your argument will likewise be the 
Examiner’s ruling. 

Mr. McCormack: Then if that is the case, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer, we should like to have the argument incorporated 
in the record so that the record may be submitted to the 
Board in connection with whatever steps are taken to re¬ 
view the Examiner’s ruling in the event that it is un¬ 
favorable. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I see; well, inasmuch as you 
have an offer of proof set forth in the application and 
inasmuch, further, as it is on the basis of the offer of 
proof that a decision will be made, fundamentally, I don’t 
think it is necessary to have the argument set forth in 
the record and that will be off the record and you are 
granted an exception. 

Mr. McCormack: Do I understand, Mr. Examiner, that 
you w T ill not allow us to elaborate on the record the offer 
of proof that we have made? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That’s correct, if you de- 

15661 sire to advance arguments in support of the offer of 
proof, the argument will not be in the record. 

Mr. McCormack: Well, the argument, Mr. Examiner, 
consists in part of further discussions of the details which 
we propose to put in evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, do you mean by that then 
that you are elaborating on the offer of proof? 

Mr. McCormack: To a degree. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, that would have to be 
submitted in the application, in other words, if you want 
to tile an amended application you may do so. After all, 
this application— 

Mr. McCormack: We are not making, Mr. Examiner, 
an offer of proof. Were we to make an offer of proof it 
would be a very much more elaborate document than these 
applications. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, what I have referred to 
as the offer of proof is that part of the application which 
states the purpose for which the material is desired, the 
nature of the facts to be proven, in other words. 

Mr. McCormack: Yes, as we understand the rule the 
nature of the facts to be proved— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is correct. 

Mr. McCormack: But that doesn’t mean, as we 

15662 see it, that we are stating or that, in fact, we are 
able to state, precisely what may be proved if the 

witness is produced. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, obviously one never 
knows precisely what will be proven through a witness, 
but the rules provide that the application shall specify 
the name of the witness and the nature of the facts to 
be proved by him, and where it is documents then must 
specify the documents, production of which is desired, with 
such particularity as will enable them to be identified for 
purposes of production. I think that the application filed 
with reference to Mr. McDonald is rather full. Now if 
you want to advance argument in support of that, as I 
say, the argument will be off the record. 

Mr. McCormack: It is rather difficult for me to dis¬ 
tinguish it in so far as the notes I have are concerned, 
between what is argument and what is additional specifi¬ 
cation of the matters that we hope to show. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, if it is additional specifi¬ 
cations it should be set up in the application itself, at any 
rate— 

Mr. McCormack: Well, we except to the ruling, then, 
if we may have an exception. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. Does 

15663 that conclude your statement? 

Mr. McCormack: That concludes my statement, 
Mr. Examiner. 

I should like to have the statement written out and 
submitted to you, as it is not part of the record. I under¬ 
stand it is not part of the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is correct. Have you 
completed your argument? 
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Mr. McCormack: I have completed my argument, and 
I hand you the application for a subpoena to produce 
testimony. I think you understand, Mr. Examiner, that 
this is a sejjarate application. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: With respect to the application 
for the issuance of a subpoena duces tecum upon one 
David J. McDonald, which application was filed by re¬ 
spondents April 13, 1938, I have considered the argument 
made by Mr. McCormack for the past half hour or so. That 
application for a subpoena duces tecum is denied. 

There has been filed with me in the past few minutes 
an application for the issuance of a subpoena upon the 
same David J. McDonald, and the matters referred to in 
that subpoena were likewise discussed by Mr. McCormack 
in his off-the-record discussion or argument. That 

15664 application is likewise denied. 

Both applications will be set forth in haec verbae 
in the record so that your record will be complete. 

Mr. McCormack: May I ask, Mr. Examiner, whether 
our procedure to get a ruling of the Board involves the 
filing of a further document with you, or filing a document 
with Washington? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, you presented two ap¬ 
plications for the issuance of (1) a subpoena duces tecum, 
and (2) a subpoena, the first dated April 13, the Second 
dated April 18. I have denied them both. So far as I 
am concerned, I think I am through writh the particular 
matter. 

Mr. McCormack: As I understood the rule, it provides 
for filing the application with the Examiner, but it does 
not say anything about who decides the application, or how. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, the statute, as you may 
know, provides that only the Board may issue subpoenas. 
There has been a certain amount of discussion about lib¬ 
eralizing the rule providing for the more expeditious is¬ 
suing of subpoenas during the hearing of cases. Obviously, 
if every application for a subpoena must be referred to 
the Board, there may come times when the situation requir¬ 
ing a subpoena may be completely gone. For that 

15665 reason, the Board recently has permitted the Ex¬ 
aminer to issue subpoenas, although applications are 
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to be filed in precisely the same manner as formerly. I 
think your record is complete. 

Mr. McCormack: My question, specifically, is whether it 
is incumbent upon us to forward to the Board, in Washing¬ 
ton, the documents which wc have presented to the Exam¬ 
iner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, that, it seems to me, is up 
to you. If you care to file a petition with the Board in 
Washington, setting forth the fact merely that these appli¬ 
cations were filed with me and that I denied the applications, 
that is up to you. 

I would assume you would ask for a review, otherwise 
there would be no point in forwarding it to Washington. If 
you care to I would be glad, myself, to send both applica¬ 
tions myself to the Board, and advise the Board that I 
passed on the matters, and ask whether they care to con¬ 
sider it, and if I do that, it would not be necessary for you 
to file a formal petition with the Board. That is up to you 
to decide. 

15666 Mr. Moore: I think, Mr. Examiner, the question 
comes down to this. The statute authorizes the 
Board to issue a subpoena. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is correct. 

Mr. Moore: The question is whether you or the Board, 
is acting, you having had delegated to you the power of the 
Board, or whether this application is in the nature of a 
motion which is made under the rules, and which, is decided 
by you, and from which we may appeal to the Board if we 
so choose. 

I take it that the latter is the case; and I think that is 
what Mr. McCormack had in mind. 

Trial Examiner Bloom : Several times during the hear¬ 
ing I have made rulings to which the respondents and sev¬ 
eral of the interveners, I believe, excepted; although there 
is nothing in the rules -which provides for an interlocutory 
appeal to the Board with respect to various rulings made 
by the Examiners, as you know, the Board has considered 
both petitions you have filed. 

In one instance they reversed the ruling I made, and in 
the second instance confirmed the ruling I made; but at no 
time did the Board take the position that you have no right 
to file an interlocutory appeal. 
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Mv guess would be, if you care to follow the same proce¬ 
dure here, the Board would treat it similarly. 

15667 Mr. Moore: That is what I understood Mr. Mc¬ 
Cormack’s question to be. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If that is your question Mr. Mc¬ 
Cormack, I think from the record here you would find prece¬ 
dent. If you want me to submit it to the Board— 

Mr. McCormack: I should like it to be submitted to the 
Board to get a Board ruling. 

Mr. Moore: Why not have us submit it to the Board, 
then, and not trouble the Examiner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: In order that your record may 
be complete, the reporter is directed to take into the rec¬ 
ord, verbatim, the application for subpoena duces tecum for 
David J. McDonald, which is dated April 13, 1938 and, im¬ 
mediately thereafter, to copy into the record the applica¬ 
tion for subpoena for David J. McDonald, which application 
is dated April 18, 1938, both of which applications have 
boon denied, and I think that completes vour record. 

Mr. Moore: I take it the denial of this application stands 
in the same position with reference to exception as in other 
rulings. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It is understood, of course, the 
respondents have an exception to both rulings. 

15668 “United States of America 
Before the National Labor Relations Board 

Case No. C-170 and Case No. R-177 Consolidated 

In the Matter of Bethlehem Steel Corporation, a Dela¬ 
ware Corporation; Bethlehem Steel Company, a 
Pennsylvania corporation 

and 

Steel Workers Organizing Committee. 

Application for Subpoena Duces Tecum 

“To the National Labor Relations Board: 

“Pursuant to Section 21 of Article II of the Rules and 
Regulations, Series 1, as amended, of the National Labor 
Relations Board (hereinafter called the Board), Bethlehem 
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Steel Company (hereinafter called the Respondent), sav¬ 
ing and reserving all its constitutional rights and all rights 
to object to the jurisdiction of the Board and to the suffi¬ 
ciency of the complaint herein and the charges upon which 
the same is based, and upon said complaint and Respon¬ 
dent’s answer and all other proceedings heretofore had 
herein, hereby applies for the issuance of a subpoena duces 
tecum directed to David J. McDonald, Secretary-Treasurer 
of Steel Workers Organizing Committee, whose ad- 

15669 dress is 3600 Grant Building, Pittsburgh, Pennsyl¬ 
vania, requiring him to attend and testify in the Ban¬ 
quet Room of the Hendlcr Hotel, Johnstown, Pennsylvania, 
before Trial Examiner Frank Bloom, at 10:00 o’clock in the 
forenoon on April 19, 1938, or such subsequent date not 
later than April 22,1938, as the Board shall fix, and to bring 
with him and produce at said time and place each and every 
agreement entered into since January 1,1937, by said Steel 
Workers Organizing Committee (whether acting on its own 
behalf or on behalf of Amalgamated Association of Iron, 
Steel and Tin Workers of North America (hereinafter 
called Amalgamated) or on behalf of any members of Amal¬ 
gamated or any Lodge Local or other organization char¬ 
tered by or affiliated with Amalgamated or said Steel Work¬ 
ers Organizing Committee, or chartered by or affiliated with 
the Committee for Industrial Organization) with 

“ (a) United States Steel Corporation, a New Jersey cor¬ 
poration, or 

“(b) any one or more of the following corporations, all 
or a part of the stock of each of which Respondent believes 
to be owned directly or indirectly by said United States 
Steel Corporation, and the State of incorporation of each of 
which corporations is stated to the best of Respondent's 
knowledge and belief: 

15670 “(1) Carnegie-Ulinois Steel Corporation, a New 
Jersey corporation; 

“(2) American Steel and Wire Company, a New Jersey 
corporation; 

“(3) Illinois Steel Company, an Illinois corporation; 

“(4) National Tube Company, a New Jersey corpora¬ 
tion; 

“(5) Tennessee Coal, Iron and Railroad Company, a 
Tennessee corporation; 
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“(6) American Bridge Company, a New Jersey corpo¬ 
ration ; 

“(7) Virginia Bridge Company, a New Jersey corpora¬ 
tion; 

‘'(8) Columbia Steel Company, the State of incorpora¬ 
tion of which is unknown to Respondent but which Respon¬ 
dent believes to be engaged in operating one or more steel 
manufacturing plants in California, and perhaps in other 
Pacific Coast States. 

“The nature of the facts to be proved by said David J. 
McDonald is the identity of said agreements as the original 
or identical copies of all agreements entered into since Jan¬ 
uary 1, 1937, by and between the respective parties above 
named, the scope, duration, terms and other provisions of 
each of said agreements and of any amendments or 
15671 modifications thereof or supplements thereto, and 
the meaning and application of such provisions as 
construed and applied by the parties thereto. 

“The Respondent applies for said subpoena duces tecum 
because, in connection with the rebuttal of testimonv ad- 
duced by the Board herein and inferences sought to be 
drawn therefrom, Respondent desires to show the nature of 
the agreement which it is alleged to have been requested to 
enter into with said Steel "Workers Organizing Committee 
prior to and during the strike among the employees at its 
Cambria Plant in June, 1937; the procedure for collective 
bargaining revealed by and embodied in the agreements 
sought to be produced; the respects, if any, in which such 
procedure differs from the procedure for collective bargain¬ 
ing provided for in the Plan of Employees’ Representation 
at said Cambria Plant; and whether such procedure pro¬ 
vided for in said Plan constitutes an unfair labor practice. 

“Dated, Johnstown, Pa., April 13, 1938. 

“BETHLEHEM STEEL COMPANY, 
“By (Signed) HOYT A. MOORE, 

Counsel.” 
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15672 “United States of America 
Before the National Labor Relations Board 

Case No. C-170 and Case No. R-177 Consolidated 

In the Matter of Bethlehem Steel Corporation, a Dela¬ 
ware corporation; Bethlehem Steel Company, a 
Pennsylvania corporation, 

and 

Steel Workers Organizing Committee. 

Application for Subpoena 

To the National Labor Relations Board: 

Pursuant to Section 21 of Article II of the Rules and 
Regulations, Series 1, as amended, of the National Labor 
Relations Board (hereinafter called the Board), Bethlehem 
Steel Company (hereinafter called the Respondent), saving 
and reserving all its constitutional rights and all rights to 
object to the jurisdiction of the Board and to the sufficiency 
of the complaint herein and the charges upon which the 
same is based, and upon said complaint and Respondent’s 
answer and all other proceedings heretofore had herein, 
hereby applies for the issuance of a subpoena directed to 
David J. McDonald, Secretary-Treasurer of Steel Workers 
Organizing Committee, whose address is 3600 Grant 

15673 Building, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, requiring him 
to attend and testify in the Banquet Room of the 

Hendler Hotel, Johnstown, Pennsylvania, before Trial Ex¬ 
aminer Frank Bloom, at 10:00 o’clock in the forenoon on 
April 19,1938, or such subsequent date not later than April 
22, 1938, as the Board shall fix. 

The nature of the facts to be proved by said David J. Mc¬ 
Donald is as follows: (a) the date of execution, the scope, 
duration, terms and other provisions of all agreements en¬ 
tered into since January 1,1937, by said Steel Workers Or¬ 
ganizing Committee (whether acting on its own behalf or 
on behalf of Amalgamated Association of Iron, Steel and 
Tin Workers of North America (hereinafter called Amal¬ 
gamated) or on behalf of any members of Amalgamated or 
any Lodge, Local or other organization chartered by or 
affiliated with Amalgamated or said Steel Workers Organ- 
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izing Committee, or chartered by or affiliated with the Com¬ 
mittee for Industrial .Organization) with United States 
Steel Corporation, a New Jersey Corporation, or any one or 
more of the following corporations, all or a part of the 
stock of each of which Respondent believes to be owned di¬ 
rectly or indirectly by said United States Steel Corpora¬ 
tion, and the State of incorporation of each of which cor¬ 
porations is stated to the best of Respondents’ knowledge 
and belief: 

15674 (1) Carnegie-Ulinois Steel Corporation, a New 
Jersey corporation; 

(2) American Steel and Wire Company, a New Jersey 
corporation; 

(3) Illinois Steel Company, an Illinois corporation; 

(4) National Tube Company, a New Jersey corporation; 

(5) Tennessee Coal, Iron and Railroad Company, a Ten¬ 
nessee corporation; 

(6) American Bridge Company, a New Jersey corpora¬ 
tion; 

(7) Virginia Bridge Company, a New Jersey corpora¬ 
tion; 

(8) Columbia Steel Company, the State of incorporation 
of which is unknown to Respondent but which Respondent 
believes to be engaged in operating one or more steel man¬ 
ufacturing plants in California, and perhaps in other Pa¬ 
cific Coast States; 

and (b) such other facts, within the knowledge of the wit¬ 
ness, as may be relevant to any other matters hereinafter 
referred to. 

The Respondent applies for said subpoena because, in 
connection with the rebuttal of testimony adduced by the 
Board herein and inferences sought to be drawn 

15675 therefrom, Respondent desires to show the nature of 
the agreement which it is alleged to have been re¬ 
quested to enter into with said Steel Workers Organizing 
Committee prior to and during the strike among the em¬ 
ployees at its Cambria Plant in June, 1937; the procedure 
for collective bargaining revealed by and embodied in the 
agreements sought to be produced; the respects, if any, in 
which such procedure differs from the procedure for col¬ 
lective bargaining provided for in the Plan of Employees’ 
Representation at said Cambria Plant; and whether such 
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procedure provided for in said Plan constitutes an unfair 
labor practice. 

Dated, Johnstown, Pa., April 18, 1938. 

BETHLEHEM STEEL COMPANY, 
by (Signed) HOYT A. MOORE, 

Counsel.” 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Shall we take a brief recess? 
Mr. Moore: I think -we will. 

(Thereupon, a short recess "was taken, after which the 
following proceedings were had:) 

15676 Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore, are you ready 
to proceed? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, just a moment, Mr. Examiner. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, you have told us of the 
reopening of the Cambria Plant after Governor Earle had 
notified you through Colonel Jane way of the lifting of the 
so-called martial law at seven o’clock a.m. on June 25th; 
will you tell us in general, what reports you got from the 
superintendents with reference to these men returning to 
work who had been on strike and what, if any, instructions 
the company gave with reference to taking men back to 
work who had been on strike? A. As I have testified, on 
June 28th, prior to the dynamiting of the water lines, oper¬ 
ations in the plant were practically back to normal and 
necessarily the great majority of employees vrere back on 
the job. Instructions w*ere issued to the superintendents at 
about that time that employees were to be taken back on 
their jobs if and as they reported for work and as they were 
able to absorb them in the regular schedules of the opera¬ 
tions. Do you want me to carry on further than that 
through that week? 

Q. Tell us just briefly what was done with reference to 
follow-up on those instructions. A. I might say, 

15677 first, that following the night of June 28th, at which 
time I have already testified that the water lines 

were blown up, the operations in the plant were rather seri¬ 
ously curtailed due to a shortage of water. That effect 
lasted throughout that week until about Saturday, July 3rd, 
at which time the repairs to the Quemahoning Pipe Line, 
which was the main source of supply, were completed. Be- 
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ginning, or rather I should say, the following day, which was 
July 4th, being a Sunday and being July 4th, which is a holi¬ 
day, and the day following that being July 5th, on which 
the Independence Day was celebrated as a holiday, opera¬ 
tions were not stepped up as far as they might have been 
had that holiday not intervened. 

Following the repairs to the line, but beginning on July 
6th, which was the first day that there was a real oppor¬ 
tunity to operate in full, operations were normal. At that 
time due to the fact that operations were again normal the 
superintendents were asked to report to my office on a num¬ 
ber of men who had not reported back for work, following 
the strike. 

On that day, according to the reports received by me 
there were 391 employees who had not yet reported back to 
work who had not been working since June 11th or rather, 
either June 11th or June 10th. 

15678 Reports of that character were received weekly for 
about three to four weeks following that. The sec¬ 
ond report which was as of July 13th contained 159 employ¬ 
ees who had not yet reported back to work. Rather, I want 
to correct that, 211, rather than 159. The week following 
that, which was July 20th, there were 159 who had not yet 
reported back to work and the week following that there 
were 99 that had not reported back to work, and at that 
time we discontinued making the reports. 

Q. Do you know whether or not— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore, pardon me just a 
moment. In connection with that subpoena duces tecum, I 
just happen to think, the record should show that the appli¬ 
cation was originally denied April 14th, and at the request 
of respondents’ counsel the further consideration of it was 
deferred until this afternoon. 

Mr. Moore: That’s right. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Do you know whether or not the num¬ 
ber continued to decrease? A. Yes. 

Q. As time went on? A. Yes, it did. 

Q. Do you know George Fetzko? A. I do. 

15679 Q. Do you remember whether or not he visited your 
office any time last June? A. Yes, he visited my 

office—oh, did you say June? 

Q. In June? A. No, he didn’t in June. 
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Q. In July? A. On July 12th George Fetzko visited my 
office. 

Q. Well, will you tell us about that visit, what he said he 
had come for, what was said by each of you? A. Mr. Fetzko 
came into my office on the afternoon of July 12th and asked 
me, or rather first stated that he had come up to the office 
for another matter and that he stopped in to ask me if I 
still had his .job. I asked Mr. Fetzko who in the regular 
course of his work he reported to when he had been off for 
any length of time to indicate that he was ready to come 
back to work. I first asked him how long he had been off 
work, and he answered that he had not worked since the 
strike began. 

Then I followed that with the statement that I just made, 
or rather the question. Mr. Fetzko answered that question 
by saying that he usually reported for duty to his foreman. 
I then said, “If you want to go back to work now, after hav¬ 
ing been off work for a month, it seems to me that 

15680 the proper thing for you to do is to report for duty 
to your foreman in the regular manner as you would 

if you were off at any other time.” 

Q. At that time did you know that any of the foremen 
had made any change in the procedure that had been pre- 
viouslv employed? A. I did not. 

Q. Or that anyone had made any change? A. I did not. 

Q. Did Fetzko make any other statement or ask any ques¬ 
tions of you other than that which you stated? A. Mr. 
Fetzko then said that he was thinking about doing that but 
he wondered whether he should have a policeman accom¬ 
panying him when he went into the plant. I asked George if 
he had done anything which made him feel as though he 
needed a policeman to accompany him into the plant, and 
he said that he had not. 

I then said that I could see no particular reason why he 
should raise a question about a policeman, and he said that 
he had heard about a couple of men being beaten up and he 
"wondered whether he might need a policeman. I told him 
that I felt that he would not need a policeman and suggested 
that if he wanted to go to work that he report to his fore¬ 
man in the regular way. 

Q. Was anything said about Fetzko’s attitude ill 

15681 striking, as to why he had struck? A. Yes, I said 
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to Mr. Fetzko, I said, “George, you say you haven’t 
been out to work since the strike began. I am a little sur¬ 
prised because I remember very clearly that in the last 
General Body meeting just before the strike that you made 
a statement that you had a good job and you were earning 
good money and you were perfectly satisfied with your job, 
and that you saw no reason for going on strike.” 

I said, “I just wondered in my own mind what had made 
you change your mind between one o’clock in the afternoon 
and eleven o’clock at night.” 

George answered and said that he was a union man, and 
that when the union went on strike he went on strike too. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Pardon me, Mr. Evans, you said 
the last General Body meeting; what would be the date of 
that? 

The Witness: I referred to the one on June 11th. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Do you remember whether or not you 
attended a meeting of the supervisory force and certain 
employees at the Franklin Mills in August? A. Yes, I re¬ 
call a meeting, I believe on the 3rd of August, it was held 
at the office of the Franklin Open Hearth and Mills. 
15682 Q. The office of the superintendent? A. The office 
of the superintendent, that’s right. 

Q. Who is— A. Mr. F. E. Howells. 

Q. Now will you tell us what went on at that conference? 
A. You want to know who was there? 

Q. Yes, please. A. Mr. F. E. Howells, H. A. Marley, 
Samuel Shirk, and Carl Dettling, all four of whom were men 
in a supervisory capacity. 

Q. What was the nature of Mr. Shirk’s work? A. Mr. 
Shirk was general foreman of the Mills, working under Mr. 
Marlev. 

Q. Who else besides yourself was there? A. There 
were— 

Q. And the four whom you have named? A. There were 
a group of Franklin Mills employees there, the names of 
which I remember are Orval Smith, an employee by the 
name of Coyle, Merritt, Hoover, Stump. 

Q. Is that Hoover, James Hoover, do you know? A. Yes, 
Rollins, Hadden, that is all the names that I can recall at 
the present time, there may have been more. 
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15683 Q. Now will you go ahead and tell us what was 
said at that conference? A. Well, the meeting was 

called first of all at my suggestion to Mr. Howells because 
of certain statements that had been made and a petition 
which had been presented to the company in regard to the 
employees of the Franklin Mills not being willing to- work 
with certain other employees who had been on strike. These 
employees who had been—who had been reported to us as 
the ones with which, or with whom, they were not willing to 
work were George Fetzko, John Fetzko, Mike Barsophy. 

Q. How do you spell that? A. B-a-r-s-o-p-h-y, Vincent 
Pavliek, Frank Korber, Andy Teno and John Kozak. I 
think that is the complete list that were under discussion. 

As I said before I asked Mr. Howells to get this group 
of men together or, not this specific group, but any group 
of men who were contending that they would not work with 
these men, that T wanted to talk to them and find out why 
they would not work with them to try to persuade them to 
change their minds. 

Q. I understand you mean the group of men, the employ¬ 
ees, who you first named and not the second list against 
whom objection had been made ? A. The ones whom I first 
named were the ones with whom I met, and the ones 

15684 I named secondly were the ones who were in ques¬ 
tion as to being worked with. 

I told the group gathered at that meeting that the pur¬ 
pose of my coming to the meeting was to determine the 
facts in the case as I understood that there was a great deal 
of sentiment against working with these particular men 
and I wanted to know, first of all, why that sentiment ex¬ 
isted and also I wanted to try to clear the matter up so 
that these men could be put back on their regular jobs. 

I explained to the men present that the company policy 
was not to discriminate against any employee because of 
any organizational, union or otherwise, activities, and also 
not to discriminate against them on account of having taken 
part in a strike and that it was the company’s desire to 
have these men return to their jobs just as quickly as pos¬ 
sible without any discrimination whatever. 

I don’t recall the individual, the individuals, that said 
certain things but I do recall certain things being said by 
one or more of the group present, that is the employees 
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present. One of the men or one or more of the men said 
that these men were men, men that I have mentioned, were 
active in various ways in the strike, on the picket lines, and 
had committed certain acts of violence either by words or 
by actions and that the men in the department ju$t would 
not work with them. 

15685 I again pleaded with the men present to forget 
their differences and go along with the company in 

their effort to get these men back on the job. I pointed out 
to them that the company had very religiously avoided any, 
even any intimation of discrimination against employees 
and that we did not want to give the C. I. 0. or anyone else 
the possibility of making charges against the company of 
discriminating against the employees because it was not in 
accord with our policy. 

Some of the men present said that they were not opposed 
to these men because they belonged to the C. I. 0., that they 
could stand for that all right but they were opposed to them 
because of the things that they had done. 

Some of them then proceeded to- describe some of the 
things that some of these men had done, mentioned in one 
instance where they had witnessed one of these men hitting 
an old man with a brick. 

Another instance they mentioned was where one of these 
men, supposedly had a saloon or something, and that the 
man was attacked in his saloon. They mentioned another 
one of the men who had threatened to kill the engineer on 
this particular mill. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Pardon me, Mr. Evans, you say 
“these men”, whom specifically are you talking about? 

The 'Witness: Well, when I sav—you mean these 

15686 men that did certain things? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

The Witness: Well, they are the group that I named 
there, George Fetzko, John Fetzko, Borsophy, Pavlick, Kor- 
ber, Teno and Kozaek. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And one of these men threat¬ 
ened to kill somebody, is that right? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you know which one it was? 

The Witness: Yes. The statement that was made there 
was in connection with Vincent Pavlick. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: How do you spell that? 

The Witness: P-a-v-l-i-e-k, and after relating these dif¬ 
ferent instances I again pleaded with them to let these 
matters go by the board and allow’ these men to come back 
to work and several of them stated that they were afraid 
to let these men come back to work because the opinion 
that they had of them was that if they worked near where 
they were working, that there was an opportunity at all 
times for them to have an accident happen and possibly 
injure or kill one of the men who was present in this meet¬ 
ing. 

During the meeting some of these men accused the com¬ 
pany of favoring the men who were on strike. I told them 
there was no intention on the part of the company 

15687 to favor the ones who were on strike, that all we were 
trying to do was to deal with them on the basis of 

no discrimination. 

I pointed out that a lot of other men w'ho had been out 
on strike in other departments were taken back in those de¬ 
partments without any particular difficulty and that I saw 
no reason why these men could not be taken back in a sim¬ 
ilar way. 

After considerable discussion along these lines, the men 
finally said that they were speaking for the rest of the men 
on the mill and that they were quite definite in their decision 
that they positively would not work with any of these men 
wiio thev had mentioned. 

Q. (By Mr. Mo-ore) Did Mr. Howells or Mr. Marley say 
anything that you remember at that meeting? A. I remem¬ 
ber Mr. Marley saying, after 1 had said that there w r as no 
intention on the part of the company to favor these men, 
that all we w r ere trying to do was avoid charges of discrim¬ 
ination. He said that he was glad T had stated that posi¬ 
tion because that was the same position that he had stated 
on several occasions and he, too, felt that men should be 
taken back in order to keep the company’s position, in such 
a way that they would be following out their general policy 
of no discrimination. 

Q. Do you remember whether at that conference 

15688 anything was said by any of the employees whom 
you named as being present wfith reference to George 

Fetzko; what I mean by that is, as distinguished from the 
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others? A. Well, they said that George Fetzko was on 
the picket lines and had been spitting at men and otherwise 
acting in such a manner that they had gotten this feeling 
against him and that they just wouldn’t work with him. 

Q. Meaning by that, that they would not work with him 
in the Open Hearth? A. No, in the mills, in the Plate Mill. 

Q. Well, was anything said about that, that they resented 
working with him— A. Yes. 

Q. In the Open Hearth? A. They said at that meeting 
also that they had even gone a long ways in putting up with 
him working in the Open Hearth, which, of course, was a 
neighboring department to the Franklin Mills and that if 
he would at least be quiet and keep his mouth shut over 
there, he might even get by. 

Q. Was anything further, other than what you have told 
us, said about Pavlick as to what kind of a workman he 
was ? A. Yes, they said that considerable trouble had been 
experienced with Pavlick, even before the strike, that he 
was always causing dissension among the workmen 
15689 and that in general he was just no good. 

Q. How was the matter left? Was any action 
taken? A. Before I left the meeting I made a final appeal 
to them, that they permit these men to go back to their 
regular jobs. I promised to go so far as to talk to these 
men personally if they would go along with working with 
them and to advise them to try to get along with the other 
men and not to provoke any difficulty but in spite of that 
offer thev still insisted clear to the end of the meeting that 
they would absolutely not work with these men. 

Q. When you say you offered to talk to the men person¬ 
ally, you mean those who— A. Those who they were com¬ 
plaining of. 

Q. Mr. Evans, what was the last so-called annual confer¬ 
ence that was held under the Plan of Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentation, about the date? A. February, 1937. 

Q. At that annual conference, did Mr. Grace say in words 
or in substance that the Plan of Representation, Employ¬ 
ees’ Representation, at the Cambria Plant would be in ex¬ 
istence there if there was only one representative left? A. 
No, he did not. 

Q. And you attended that conference, did you not? A. I 
did. 
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15690 Q. Did Mr. Grace urge the representatives to sup¬ 
port the Plan of Employees’ Representation? A. 

He did not. 

Q. Prior to April, 1937, what was the rule of the com¬ 
pany, if it had one, with reference to the use of bulletin 
boards in the plant? A. Bulletin boards in the plant were 
to be used for company purposes, company notices, of all 
kinds unless upon request there might be something else 
placed upon the boards, that is, prior to April, 1937. 

Q. Were minutes of meetings of the General Body or of 
committees of the General Body under the Plan permitted 
to be posted on the bulletin boards prior to April, 1937? A. 
They were. 

Q. Was any change made in April with reference to the 
posting of minutes on the bulletin board? A. Yes, there 
was. 

Q. What was that change and how did it come about? A. 
I notified the chairman of the General Body, or the Rep¬ 
resentative Plan, that from that time on the representatives 
would not be permitted to post minutes or anything else 
in connection with their Plan on the bulletin boards. 

Q. Did you state any reason for that ruling? A. I 

15691 told them that I was advised by counsel that after 
the decision of the Supreme Court in the J. & L. 

Case, that no further use of the bulletin boards should be 
permitted by the company. 

Q. Did you have any conference with anyone in 1936 
with reference to a discharge of George Spencer? A. Yes. 
I would place it the other way. Somebody had a conference 
with me. 

Q. Who were they? A. John Zeman, Joe McCabe, Harry 
Johnston and John Dudash. 

Q. About when was that? A. It was in the Fall of 1936. 
1 do not recall the exact date. 

Q. You say the conference was with you. Will you tell 
us how it came about; what it was? A. These four men 
who were employee representatives came to me at my office 
one morning, somewhere between nine and ten o’clock, I 
believe, and said that they had just come from a conference, 
from a hearing in the office of the assistant superintendent 
of the Maintenance Department, at which conference or 
hearing the case of George Spencer had been heard. 
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They told me that George Spencer had been discharged, 
and had asked the representatives for a hearing before the 
superintendent, but inasmuch as the superintendent 

15692 was not in town, they arranged for the hearing be¬ 
fore the assistant superintendent. 

They further told me that the reason for coming to my 
office was that they wanted the company to know that they 
were in entire accord with the company’s action in dis¬ 
charging Mr. Spencer. 

After hearing the testimonv in the case before the assist- 
ant superintendent that they had come to that conclusion, 
and had come to my office, had come right to my office to tell 
me of their feeling in the matter, I told them that I was glad 
to hear that they came to the same conclusion as the super¬ 
intendent apparently had, but I also said to them that in 
spite of the fact that they were unanimous in approving 
the company’s action in discharging Mr. Spencer, that they 
should not forget that under the Plan of Representation, 
that Mr. Spencer had recourse to further consideration of 
his case if he was not satisfied with the decision of the su¬ 
perintendent. 

I reminded them of the fact that according to the Plan 
of Representation that if he was not satisfied with the de¬ 
cision of the superintendent, that he had a right, through 
his representative, to bring his case to the management’s 
special representative as the next step in the procedure un¬ 
der the Plan. 

I further told him that if Mr. Spencer decided to 

15693 take advantage of his right under the Plan to carry 
his case to the management’s special representative, 

that I would be glad to see them at whatever time arrange¬ 
ments could be mutually made. 

Q. Was that meeting by any previous arrangement, or 
as the result of any previous arrangement? A. It was 
not. It was an entire surprise to me when they came in. 

Q. In so far as you know, had any suggestion been made 
by anyone that they see you? A. Certainly not, that I 
know of. 

Q. Then, I take it, that they did not say that they had 
come at the suggestion of anyone? A. No, they did not 
say that. In fact, they said they had come just for the 
purpose as I testified. 
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15694 Q. Did you have any subsequent meeting with any 
of those men with reference to Mr. Spencer, the 

Spencer case? A. Some time subsequent to that time one 
of those men—I believe it was John Zeman, got in touch 
with me by telephone and said that Mi*. Spencer did wish 
to carry his case to me as management’s special represen¬ 
tative, and asked for an appointment as to when he could 
be brought in to discuss the matter. I do not recall whether 
I told him at that time, or whether he was subsequently 
called by my office, of the date and time which would be sat¬ 
isfactory to have Mr. Spencer brought in, but he was told at 
some time; and subsequent to that, Air. Spencer came into 
the office accompanied by Mr. Zeman and Mr. McCabe and 
Mr. Johnson, I believe, and proceeded to tell me his story, 
and after having heard his story in regard to the case, and 
talking the whole matter over with the group, I told Mr. 
Spencer that inasmuch as he had violated a very important 
rule of the company, of fighting in the plant, or striking a 
man in the plant, which was a very dangerous procedure at 
the best, and inasmuch as he himself did not deny or excuse 
the fact, except by saying that any man with red blood in his 
veins would have done the same thing, I told him that I 
could not see any reason for changing the decision of the 
superintendent of the department; that it looked to 

15695 me as though he had been justifiably discharged 
after having admitted things, which he did. 

I also told him at the same time that if he were still not 
satisfied that he had gotten fair consideration, and that 
he had been unjustly dealt with, that of course he still had 
a further step which he could take under the Plan, and if 
he cared to have the matter heard before the proper Joint 
Committee, that I would be very glad to refer to such a 
committee. 

After some other discussion, I do not recall the details 
of it, he finally said he would like to have his case heard 
before a proper Joint Committee, and arrangements were 
subsequently made. 

Q. Did he at that time say anything about having struck 
anyone other than the jjarticular individual on account of 
the striking of whom he had been discharged? A. Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Pardon me. Mr. Moore, what 
has this to do with the so-called Spencer incident ? The 
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only thing we were interested in was whether or not cer¬ 
tain minutes correctly reflected certain statements made at 
meetings. We were not concerned with the merits of the 
Spencer discharge, one way or another. 

Mr. Moore: I do not care to go into it at all. If the Board 
admits that the man’s discharge was meritorious, and 

15696 the statements he was said to have made were not 
true— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That has nothing to do with this 
proceeding one way or another. The only question is 
whether or not Spencer made certain statements at meet¬ 
ings which were not incorporated in the minutes. 

We do not have to go into the merits of whether Mr. 
Soltis or lie were justified in striking one another. I do not 
see how it has any bearing on the issue. As I understood 
the original testimony adduced by the Board, evidence was 
introduced showing that certain minutes were added by the 
management. Then the question came up as to whether or 
not Mr. Spencer did or did not make certain statements at 
a meeting which were left out of the minutes. 

15697 Mr. Moore: If that is your understanding—my 
memory is that certain statements were made by Mr. 

Zeman as to what Mr. Evans had said. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: At the meetings. 

Mr. Moore: Oh, no. I don’t think it was limited to that. 
I am perfectly satisfied if the Spencer case is limited, as 
you understand it is. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I may be entirely incorrect, but 
that has always been my understanding of the Spencer tes¬ 
timony, or of testimony concerning the incident we have al¬ 
ways referred to as the Spencer incident. 

Is there anything more in it than I indicated? 

Mr. Rose: No. I think we mentioned that several times 
at the conferences. I don’t know whether it is on the record 
or not, but we mentioned this several times, concerning min¬ 
utes, and that was all. We did not put Mr. Spencer on the 
stand. 

Mr. Moore: I understand that, but do I understand then 
that there is no charge whatever that Spencer was improp¬ 
erly discharged? 

Mr. Shawe: Will you read Mr. Moore’s last statement? 
(The reporter repeated the last statement by Mr. Moore.) 
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Mr. Rose: I think the whole matter of the Spencer 

15698 testimony or the testimony with reference to the so- 
called Spencer case, concerned the minutes, and I 

think we said it a dozen times. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then there is no contention that 
Spencer was discharged for union activities? 

Mr. Rose: No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The Board does not contend that; 
I never understood that. In other words, it is not a dis¬ 
crimination case. 

Mr. Moore: Is it also understood that there is no claim, 
that Mr. Evans made no claim with reference to the dis¬ 
charge of Spencer. I don’t know what the purpose of the 
testimony is, but I do not want to leave it uncovered. 

Mr. Rose: We mentioned a dozen times that it covered 
these minutes. 

Mr. Moore: It is easy enough to answer my question yes 
or no. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Since counsel seem at odds, I 
will state definitely that the testimony concerning Spencer 
has to do merely and only with whether or not certain min¬ 
utes correctly reflected what went on at meetings having to 
do with the discharge of Spencer, specifically, whether or 
not the minutes accurately stated what was said about the 
reason for Spencer’s discharge, and that is all there 

15699 is to the whole thing. 

Mr. Moore: That is satisfactory to me, and I won’t 
go into it any further. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

I would frankly, Mr. Moore, have interrupted you sooner, 
but I thought, possibly, you were working up to a different 
point. 

Mr. Moore: I am very glad you did. There has been a 
great deal of testimony put in the record, as I said with 
you, in conference with counsel, and I am in a position 
where I feel that T must not leave anything unattended to, 
if I may use that phrase. 

Trml Examiner Bloom: I really should have interrupted 
you before, but I was not just quite sure as to what you 
are introducing the testimony for. 

Shall we take about a ten-minute recess? 
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Mr. Moore: Yes, but shall I ask just one question to 
clear up this point? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Oh, yes. 

Mr. Moore: I think the record should show the fact, if it 
be the fact, that Mr. Evans was not present at any Joint 
Committee meeting at which the Spencer case was discussed 
when M r. Spencer was there. He did go into the meetings, 
as was testified, but he was not present at any meeting when 
Mr. Spencer was there. 

15700 Trial Examiner Bloom: I think that would be rele¬ 
vant testimony. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) If I may ask whether the statement 
I made is the fact, Mr. Evans, that you were not present at 
any Joint Committee meeting when Mr. Spencer was also 
present? A. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore: Then, I think, Mr. Examiner, if you will ex¬ 
cuse me— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. Suppose we take a 
ten-minute recess. 

(Thereupon, a ten-minute recess was taken, after which 
the following proceedings were had:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come to 
order. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, there are one or two little 
points which I am not sure the statement you made with 
reference to the Spencer case covers. The questions are 
designed to meet statements made by the Board’s witnesses. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, you stated that you had 
attended two meetings of Joint Committees, or a meeting 
of each of* two Joint Committees, I think, is perhaps the 
more accurate way, No. 2 and No. 5, at which the Spencer 
case was considered. Did you remain for a length of 

15701 time at either of those meetings? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you whisper something behind your hand 
to the chairman so no one else could hear at any Joint Com¬ 
mittee meeting at which the Spencer case was discussed? 
A. I did not. 

Q. Did you ever do that at any Joint Committee meeting? 
A. I did not. 
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Q. Did you sit down alongside of the chairman at any 
Joint Committee meetings? A. I not only did not sit down 
beside the chairman, I did not sit down at all. 

Q. Mr. Evans, to your knowledge, has any person other 
than an employees ’ representative ever posted a notice of 
an election to be held under the Plan of Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentation or in any other way announced the holding of elec¬ 
tions or nominations? A. They have not. 

Q. Has any permission been given by the company, or 
anyone representing the company, in so far as you know, 
to the Plan of Representation, or was any of the representa¬ 
tives under the Plan given permission to use the bulletin 
boards for any purpose since April, 1937? A. There has 
not been. 

Q. Have there been any instances, in so far as you 

15702 know, where papers of any sort relating to the Plan 
have been posted on the bulletin board since that 

date? A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. Did you ever personally distribute copies of the Plan 
of Employees ’ Representation to representatives at any 
meeting of the General Body? A. No, not to my knowledge; 
not to my recollection. 

Q. Do you remember ever having given John Zeman a 
copy of the Plan at any meeting? A. No. 

Q. In so far as you know, did Mr. E. L. Roberts ever dis¬ 
tribute copies of the Plan at any meeting of the General 

Bodv ? A. No. 

* 

Q. Do you have copies now of the Plan of Employees’ 
Representation at your office ? A. I have a few copies. 

Q. Those are copies— A. For my own use. 

Q. Has any distribution of copies of the Plan been made 
since April, 1937 by your office, or by anyone representing 
the company? A. No, there has not been. 

Q. Do you know whether or not there were any copies or 
a supply of copies other than the few to which you 

15703 have referred, on hand by the company, in the fore¬ 
part of 1937? A. Yes. There was a small supply on 

hand. I don’t know just how many, which were turned over 
to the chairman of the Plan. 

Q. About when was that, if you remember? A. Some time 
during the month of April. I do not recall the exact date. 
Q. Do you know whether or not any copies of the Plan 
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have been ordered by anyone since April, 1937 ? A. There 
have been none ordered by the company. I don’t know— 
as a matter of fact, I don’t know whether anyone else has 
ordered any. 

Q. Prior to April, 1937, if any printing was done by the 
company for the Plan, how did the printing come about? 
What was the reason for it? 

Mr. Rose: I object to the form of that question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Would you mind rephrasing it, 
Mr. Moore. It is not clear. 

Mr. Moore: Well, what I was trying to find out was just 
what the question indicated. I thought it indicated— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read it. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

15704 Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t know just what 
the question is. 

Mr. Moore: Well, strike it out. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Did the company do any printing 
for the Plan prior to April, 1937 ? A. Yes. 

Q. Well now, what I want to find out is how did it come 
to do that printing? A. All of the printing which was done 
for the Plan prior to April, 1937, was done at the request 
of either the General Body or the Committee on Rules. 

Q. Did those requests or that request take any particular 
form? A. In the case of all election material, the request 
was made in writing of the company, by the Committee on 
Rules. In the case of the Plan books themselves, at the 
time they were printed, it was by action and subsequent re¬ 
quest from the General Body which was verbal, and not in 
writing. 

Q. Mr. Evans, I show you Board’s Exhibit No. 10 and, 
calling your attention to the schedule of meetings which ap¬ 
pears on the back of that exhibit, will you tell me, if you 
know, who prepared the material that is there printed? 
Who fixed the dates? A. In the case of dates for General 
Body meetings, those dates were adopted by the Gen- 

15705 eral Bodv at their reorganization meeting in March, 
1937. 

In the case of Standing Committee meetings it was the 
usual practice for the chairman of the General Body to set 
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up a tentative schedule of dates which he submitted to the 
Standing Committees at the time of their organization meet¬ 
ings in April, 1937. 

In the case of the Joint Committees, the chairman of the 
General Body, together with the management’s special rep¬ 
resentative, fixed the dates of the Joint Committee meetings 
tentatively for submission to the organization meeting of 
each Joint Committee. 

After the tentative dates were selected, as I have stated, 
they were reported to me by the chairman of the General 
Body, and the schedule of meetings as represented by 
Board’s Exhibit 10, was prepared for printing, and the 
printing was done ahead of the adoption of the meeting 
dates by the respective committees because, as a matter of 
practice, over a period of years the meeting dates were al¬ 
ways adopted as they were tentatively set up; and in order 
to have this schedule card ready for the committees as they 
met, rather than waiting until after the organization meet¬ 
ing, those tentative dates were used in setting up the orig¬ 
inal card for printing, and at no time in my experience were 
they ever changed. 

15706 Q. Well, have any such cards as that been printed 
since April, 1937? A. No, they have not. 

Q. Does that mean then that the procedure which you 
have just described applied to 1937 ? That is, to the Plan- 
year 1937-1938? A. That is correct. 

Q. Air, Evans, since you became management’s special 
representative in 1932, as you have testified, has any print¬ 
ing been done by the company for the Plan except at the re¬ 
quest of the General Body or a committee under the Plan? 
A. No, there has not been. 

Q. Mr. Evans, a great deal of testimony has been given 
in this case with reference to the handling of grievances of 
various kinds. Can you classify grievances for me, show¬ 
ing in different classes those which are the more important, 
and the settlement of which requires more attention than 
those which are of minor or lesser importance. 

Mr. Rose: I object to it as immaterial. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: By far the most important grievances, and 
those which are in the majority, in so far as percentage of 
cases are concerned, over a period of time, are griev- 
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15707 ances concerning wages, and particularly individual 
wage rates. By individual wage rates, I mean wage 

rates other than the base or common labor rate which is in 
effect in the plant. 

In a steel plant, such as the Cambria Plant, about five 
per cent, of the employees ar paid the base or the common 
labor rate. The other 95 per cent, are made up of hundreds 
of different rates which are applied, in the main, to posi¬ 
tions, and are known as position rates. That is, rates ap¬ 
plied to the various different jobs and crafts and so forth 
throughout the plant. 

The reason that these particular types of grievances are 
the most difficult to satisfactorily adjust is the fact that 
there is no real basis ever been determined that I know of 
for arriving at a relation between the worth of a particular 
job or craft in relation to the base labor rate. The result 
of that is that the employees in many instances feel that 
their job is just as difficult or just as important as some 
other job that they know of, even though the jobs are en¬ 
tirely different, and if they are not earning as high a rate 
as the other job is being paid, they sometimes feel that they 
are being discriminated against. Therefore, it becomes a 
very difficult matter to negotiate those particular types of 
grievances, and inasmuch as the most important thing in 
the minds of the average workman is the question 

15708 of how much money he earns, that naturally would 
result in having those types of grievances be in the 

majority. 

Q. "Well now, you have described one class of grievances, 
namely, the wage grievances. Will you now give us a gen¬ 
eral description of what is included in the other classes? 
A. Well, other grievances would fall in several general 
classes, one would be working conditions; the other would 
be safety. I think those two items would take up a large 
majority of the ones remaining after wages were disposed 
of. I might say in connection with wages, too, that griev¬ 
ances concerning these so-called individual wage rates that 
I described, are likely to come up at any time, whereas griev¬ 
ances concerning general increases in wages which affect 
all men do not occur nearly as often, for the reason that 
general wage increases, as a rule, only become important 
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when there is some drastic general economic change which 
takes place. 

15709 Q. That is, you are referring, then, to the base 
rate? A. Yes, the base rate. 

Q. Now, how about the difficulties which have to do with 
settling the other grievances, that is, the grievances other 
than the wage grievances ? A. There is not nearly as much 
difficulty in settling other grievances as there is in the case 
of wage grievances, very few of such cases ever go beyond 
the superintendent. 

Q. You have stated that you attended two meetings of the 
Joint Committee at which the Spencer case was dealt with; 
do you remember whether those were regular or special 
meetings? A. They were, I believe, special meetings. 

Q. Have many special meetings been held under the Plan 
since you have been management’s special representative 
at the Cambria Plant? A. No, the number of special meet¬ 
ings have been very small since I have been management’s 
representative, that is, comparatively small with the num¬ 
ber of regular meetings. 

Q. Mr. Evans, I hand you Board Exhibit 8, and ask you 
if you will look at that and tell me how special meetings of 
Joint Committees are called under the Plan of Employees’ 
Representation? 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit No. 8 was passed to 

15710 the witness.) 

A. You mean, you want me to read the provisions? 

Q. Will you just tell me briefly how it is done. A. Under 
Section 7, paragraph 4, “ Special meetings of any Joint 
Committee may be held as occasion may require upon the 
call of the chairman thereof with the approval of the chair¬ 
man of the General Body and the management’s special rep¬ 
resentative. ’ ’ 

Q. Now, does that mean that in the case of these special 
meetings of the Joint Committees to which you have re¬ 
ferred, you, as the management’s special representative, 
have approved the calling of those meetings? A. In those 
particular instances the actual practice was that I initiated 
the call of those meetings at the request of the representa¬ 
tive who was present at the time that the Spencer case 
was discussed in my office. 
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Q. Well, I am referring to other meetings. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think Mr. Moore was referring 
generally. 

Mr. Moore: Generally, have you— 

The Witness: Generally I have always approved them. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Did you get that answer, did 
counsel hear it? Did you get it over here? 

Mr. Moore: I got it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that answer, please. 

15711 (The reporter repeated the last answer as above 
set forth.) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) That is the call of such meetings? 
A. Yes. 

Q. And by generally, you merely referred to the fact that 
you were talking about meetings generally. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That’s right. 

The Witness: I didn’t know if you had a different meet¬ 
ing there. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Generally, comma. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What I want to get at is: Have you 
as management’s special representative, since you have 
held that position, approved the calling of the meetings that 
have been called? A. I have always approved any meeting 
which I was asked to approve. 

Q. Did you as management’s special representative ever 
decline or refuse to approve the calling or holding of any 
special meeting of any Joint Committee under the Plan 
when you were requested to do so by the chairman of the 
General Body or by the chairman of such Joint Committee 
or by any other person whom you thought was authorized 
to request that a special meeting of such Joint Committee 
be held? A. I did not. 

15712 Q. Did you as management’s special representa¬ 
tive ever decline or refuse to approve the calling or 

holding of a special meeting of the Joint Committee under 
the Plan, the calling of which had been approved by the 
chairman of the General Body under the Plan? A. I did 
not. 

Q. In so far as you know, did the chairman of any Joint 
Committee under the Plan ever decline or refuse to ap¬ 
prove the calling or holding of a special meeting of such 
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committee, the calling of which had been approved by the 
chairman of the General Body under the Plan? A. No. 

Q. In so far as you know, has the president of Bethlehem 
Steel Company at any time been given notice in substance 
that the General Joint Committee on appeals under the 
Plan had failed at any time to effect a settlement of any 
matter referred to it as provided in the Plan? A. He has 
not, he has not been so notified. 

(Thereupon, Board Exhibit No. 261 was passed to the 
witness.) 

15713 Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, please look at 
Board’s Exhibit 261 and tell us whether a plan which 

is just like that one in every respect was ever in effect at 
the Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company. 

Mr. Rose: Oh, I object to that, Mr. Examiner, what does 
counsel mean by “ just like that”, the provisions? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Identical, word for word. 

Mr. Moore: That is what I want to know. 

The Witness: No, it has not, no. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, I hand you Respondents’ 
Exhibit 165, and ask you if you will examine that, as I wish 
to base a question upon it. 

(Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit 165 was passed to the 
witness.) 

A. Yes. 

Q. Now, there is testimony in the record to the effect 
that when the salary of any salaried employee at the Cam¬ 
bria Plant is changed or when any employee theretofore 
not a salaried employee at the Cambria Plant is made a sal¬ 
aried employee or when any salaried employee at that plant 
ceases to be such, a sheet in the form of Respondents’ Ex¬ 
hibit 165, is made out so as to show the information 

15714 by such form required, so as to see that the informa¬ 
tion is sent to Mr. Quincy Bent at Bethlehem, and if 

that be the fact, will you tell me whether or not an increase 
or decrease in salary of any employee at the Cambria Plant, 
or the putting on salary thereof of an employee theretofore 
not a salaried employee, in practice has become effective 
without the approval of any one who was located anywhere 
other than at the Cambria Plant? 
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Mr. Rose: I object to that question, Mr. Examiner. The 
testimony referred to by counsel was introduced by counsel 
for the respondents and I think that testimony explained the 
whole situation. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore, what do you mean 
by the words “in practice”? 

Mr. Moore: I want to know as a general rule, or as a 
matter of practice, I don’t mean general rule, I mean is it 
ever the case in practice that this paper is sent to Bethle¬ 
hem and then the change, increasing or decreasing, putting 
on or cutting off, must await effectiveness until approved by 
Mr. Bent or anyone else at Bethlehem. 

Mr. Rose: Well, counsel himself has established what the 
practice is by some other prior witness. 

15715 Mr. Moore: I beg your pardon, we have not estab¬ 
lished it at all. 

Mr. Rose: I think so. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, there is no great harm— 

Mr. Rose: He is now seeking to contradict that testimony. 

Mr. Moore: I am not. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, the important thing is, 
what is the fact? 

Mr. Moore: Right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Just because you advance one 
witness who testifies one thing doesn’t mean that a counsel 
is permanently precluded from bringing in other witnesses. 
I am not saying, Mr. Moore, that you have put in that tes¬ 
timony, you understand, I am analyzing Mr. Rose’s objec¬ 
tion that you have done so and therefore should be pre¬ 
cluded. I don’t think that is material. 

Mr. Moore: If you will remember, we did not elicit the 
testimony, it was brought out on examination by a man that 
doesn’t know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Who was that? 

Mr. Moore: Hughes. He didn’t know anything about it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He certainly testified to it. 

Mr. Moore: He did not know whether it was true 

15716 or not. 

Mr. Rose: Well, his testimony was elicited for mat¬ 
ters along these very lines, as I recall. 

Mr. Moore: On cross-examination. 
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Mr. Rose: On direct examination. 

Mr. Moore: I want to show by a man who knows the 
practice what the practice is. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I don’t know, I know this: 
Mr. Hughes certainly made certain statements and I would 
assume that he knew what he was talking about, but at 
any rate Mr. Evans may answer the question. 

The Witness: I don’t think— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think you had better restate 
it, Mr. Moore, because it would be lost way back in the 
record. 

The Witness: I think I understand what the question is 
intended to elicit, that is—what the policy is— 

Mr. Moore: Well, will you explain it in your own way, 
just what the use of that slip is, that sheet? 

The Witness: The management at the Cambria Plant has 
full authority to change, increase or decrease, the individ¬ 
ual wage rates of employees without the approval of Mr. 
Quincy Bent, if that is what you mean. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) You mean or any one else outside 
of the Cambria Plant? A. Any one else outside the Cam¬ 
bria Plant. 

15717 Q. And by wages, you include salaried employees? 
A. Wages and salaries. 

Q. And does that also include the cutting of a salaried 
employee off the list of such employees? A. Oh, yes, it 
means putting him on salary or taking him off salary. 

Q. Now, if you, at the plant here, put a man on salary, 
is it necessary to await the approval of any one outside of 
the plant before his appointment becomes effective and 
before he takes up his duties as a salaried employee? A. It 
is not. 

Q. In so far as you know, has any form like that, that 
has been made out and sent to Bethlehem, that is, like Re¬ 
spondents’ Exhibit 165, been returned from Bethlehem 
marked “Disapproved”? A. There has not been. 

Q. Have you ever had any communications with Bethle¬ 
hem after one such form was sent there with reference to 
the approval by Mr. Bent or anyone else there of the plac¬ 
ing of the man on salary? A. I have not. 

Q. Mr. Evans, will you look at Respondents’ Exhibit 165 
and tell me, if you can, what the marks are over the word 
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“approved” that appear at the left above the name of Mr. 
Custer? 

15718 (Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit 165 was passed 
to the witness.) 

A. I am sure I can’t make it out as to what it is. 

Q. Is there any chance of it being the initials of Mr. Bent 
or his signature? A. It is not his signature. 

Q. You know his handwriting, his initials? A. I do. 

Q. Do you recall that as his initials ? A. I do not. 

Q. Have you ever had anything to do with the employ¬ 
ment of any detectives or detective agencies or any other 
undercover men or agencies at the Cambria Plant? A. I 
have not. 

Q. Have you ever had any knowledge as to the employ¬ 
ment or operation of any such detectives or undercover men 
or agencies at that plant? A. No. 

Q. In so far as you know, did Bethlehem Steel Corpora¬ 
tion or anyone on its behalf ever purchase any tear gas or 
tear gas equipment for the Cambria Plant? A. No. 

Q. Or did it send, or anyone on its behalf send, or cause 
to be sent, any such gas or equipment to that plant? 

15719 A. No. 

Q. Evidence has been given in the case to the effect 
that the Bethlehem Steel Company at the request of the 
General Body under the Plan of Employees’ Representa¬ 
tion in effect at the Cambria Plant, furnished the services 
of Willard Brant, for the taking of minutes of the meetings 
of the General Body and, perhaps, of one or more of the 
committees under the Plan. Will you tell us what the ar¬ 
rangements were in regard to such services of Mr. Brant 
in so far as the company was concerned? 

Mr. Rose: Well, can we have the time fixed? 

Mr. Moore: Well, I think the record already shows he did 
some work. I understand his services were furnished be¬ 
fore and after April, I am willing to fix it after April, if 
you like. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Oh, I think Mr. Evans can prob¬ 
ably tell us about that, go ahead and answer. 

The Witness: Well, if you want to cover both periods I 
will have to speak about before the so-called change, first. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Do that, please. A. I was told by 
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the chairman of the General Body that the General Body 
had passed a resolution requesting the company to furnish 
the services of a recording secretary at the beginning of 
the Plan year 1936-37, and as a result of that re- 

15720 quest a clerk was furnished, a recording secretary, 
was furnished to them who, in the latter part of that 

year, I believe, was Mr. Brant and at the beginning of the 
Plan Year ’37 a similar request was made, in March, ’37, 
and he was again furnished to them. 

After the decision of the Supreme Court in the J. & L. 
Case, among other things which I told the chairman of the 
General Body, that the company would not do from that 
time forth, was that we would not furnish a recording secre¬ 
tary unless the Plan arranged some way to take care of his 
pay, that is, that the company could not furnish this secre¬ 
tary while he was being paid for by the company. 

Some time a little after that Mr. Brant came to me and 
told me that the chairman of the Plan had spoken to him 
about continuing to serve as recording secretary and that 
arrangements were being made to pay him out of funds of 
the Plan and that I had told the chairman of the General 
Body that we could no longer, the company could no longer, 
pay Mr. Brant while he was thus serving. 

Mr. Brant told me that he didn’t like the idea of having 
his salary reduced because he was on salary, by the way, 
rather than on hourly rate and that if it were all the same 
to me, that the payment which was made to him by the 
Plan, he would turn over to the company which, 

15721 in effect, would give the same result as reducing his 
salary and having him keep up the payments that 

came from the plant. 

I agreed to that as being the same effect as reducing his 
salary for the time spent in these meetings and the arrange¬ 
ment was thus set up and was continued from that time 
forth. 

Q. What was that arrangement, in dollars and cents? A. 
Five dollars per month. I worked out with Mr. Brant the 
amount of time that he was spending on the job as record¬ 
ing secretary while being paid by the company, and from 
his salary and the amount of time that he was spending in 
proportion to his total normal time for the month it worked 
out that five dollars per month was covered, or that covered 
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the time, working time, spent in connection with his job as 
recording secretary. 

Q. Now, have you kept track of the matter since April, 
1937, so that you know how it has worked out? A. Yes, the 
five dollars per month has more than covered the time 
which he has spent off of his job each month. 

Q. Well, now, will you tell us what the arrangements of 
the company are with the Plan of Employees’ Representa- 
tion with reference to the use by the General Body and by 
committees under the Plan of places for its and their meet¬ 
ings and for headquarters of the Plan? 

15722 Mr. Rose: Would you read that back, please? 
Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: I thought there was an objection there? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There was no objection. 

The Witness: The original arrangement for meeting 

places was made some years ago, probably prior to the time 

that I became management’s special representative, but 

after the J. & L. decision, again, among the other things that 

I told the chairman of the General Bodv was that there 

* 

would have to be a charge made for meeting rooms and at 
the end of the first fiscal year, if we call it a fiscal year, after 
the April 12th decision, April 12th, 1937, the company ren¬ 
dered a bill against the Plan of Representation which has 
since been paid, covering the meetings held on company 
property at the rate of one dollar per meeting. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Now, how about the charge for head¬ 
quarters? A. In the case of headquarters, the particular 
room which they are using as the headquarters has been 
used by them for some years. 

It is a room on the second floor of the garage building 
which, to my knowledge, has never been used for 

15723 anything else, that is, prior to the time they used it, 
I don’t recall that it was ever used for anything else 

and that room is under the same arrangement as I have 
mentioned before, is billed to them on a rental basis of ten 
dollars per year. 

Q. Well, now, am I correct in understanding that after 
April it was agreed that they would pay rent but that the 



BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD- 7809 


amount was not billed until the end of the Plan Year? A. 
That’s correct. 

Q. Do those arrangements continue for the year, the 
Plan Year 1938-1939? A. Yes, the arrangements have been 
made for the use of the headquarters and the meeting 
rooms for the plan year ’38 and ’39. 

Q. Now, there has been a good deal of evidence in the 
record to the effect that certain letters and other matters 
might be included within the term “Mail Matter”, has 
been delivered through so-called inter-plant mail at the 
Cambria Plant; will you explain to us what the so-called 
inter-plant mail at that plant is? A. Well, the so-called 
inter-plant mail is nothing more than a messenger service 
from one department to another and from the operating de¬ 
partments of the plant to and from the general office. 
These messengers handle mail which is— that is, you can 
hardly call it mail, but documents, or what-not, in 

15724 envelopes that originate in the various departments 
that are destined for other departments, or for the 

general office and they have an interchange system, these 
messenger boys meet at different points and exchange the 
mail going in the different directions of the plant and 
thereby see that they are delivered to the proper destina¬ 
tion. 

Q. That messenger service, so-called, covers also, as I 
understand it, mail matter that is delivered to the general 
office of the company from outside through the U. S. Mail? 
A. Yes, any mail which is directed to an individual with 
Bethlehem Steel Company, Cambria Plant, as being the 
addressee, along with the name, is delivered by the Post 
Office Department to the general office and from that point 
the messengers take it to the individual who it is intended 
for. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, excuse me just a minute. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Certainly. 

Mr. Moore: There is one question I wanted to check 
before I go ahead with another line. It was a question 
which Mr. Ford withdrew this morning and I have not per¬ 
sonally looked up. Maybe he is now ready to ask the ques¬ 
tion, if he is—you will remember there was one question, 
Mr. Ford—there was one question Mr. Ford with- 

15725 drew this morning. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Slightly, somewhat of—it was 
in somewhat of an embryonic state, as I remember. 

Mr. Moore: Yes, he said he would prepare it, and I 
think he is prepared to ask it now and if so I would like to 
have him do it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Would you, please, Mr. Ford? 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Evans, you testified, I believe, 
and if I am wrong, correct me, that at a meeting on the 
afternoon of Sunday, June 13th at the Fort Stanwix Hotel, 
Mr. Ellicott, or yourself, or possibly both of you, made 
certain statements with respect to operations, that is the 
other persons present, as I recall it, were certain citizens 
of Johnstown: do you regard any such statement as the 
one that you have testified to as the transaction of busi¬ 
ness? A. I do not. 

Mr. Rose: That’s objected to, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Did you take any part in the trans¬ 
action of any business that was transacted at that meet¬ 
ing— A. I did not. 

Q. —if there was any business transacted at that meet¬ 
ing? A. I did not. 

Q. Did Mr. Ellicott take any part in the transac- 
15726 tion of any business that was transacted at that 
meeting, if there was any such business transacted? 
A. He did not. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Now, Mr. Evans, I propose to ask 
you a number of questions in which for brevity I shall use 
the word “Plan”. A. I didn’t get that, Plan or Plant? 

Q. Plan, p-l-a-n, and when I do use it I shall refer to the 
Plan of Employees’ Representation at the Cambria Plant 
of Bethlehem Steel Company; now, has either Bethlehem 
Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation printed or 
incurred any expense in connection with the printing of 
copies of the Plan since April, 1937? A. No, they have not. 

Q. Has either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation since April, 1937, distributed any copies 
of the Plan to any employees either at the employment of¬ 
fice or elsewhere? A. No, they have not. 

Q. What, if any, instructions did you issue with refer¬ 
ence to the distribution of copies of the Plan to employees 
after April, 1937 ? A. I issued instructions to the employ- 
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ment office that no further copies were to be distributed to 
employees who were hired and also issued instruc- 

15727 tions that the copies which remained on hand were to 
be turned over to the chairman of the Plan of Rep¬ 
resentation. 

Q. That is— A. Chairman of the General Body. 

Q. —of the General Body? A. Yes. 

Q. Has either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation, since April, 1937, printed or incurred 
any expense in connection with the printing of schedules 
and meetings of the General Body or committees held 
under the Plan? A. No, they have not. 

Q. Has either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation since April, 1937, distributed any sched¬ 
ules of meetings of the General Body or of committees 
under the Plan? A. No, they have not. 

Q. I don’t remember whether I asked this question, I 
don’t think 1 have but I will make sure of an answer: Has 
an annual conference, or any conference similar to the 
annual conference that was held in February, 1937, or in 
years prior to 1937, been held under the Plan at the Cam¬ 
bria Plant since February, 1937? A. No, there has not 
been. 

Q. Have nominations or elections been held under 

15728 the Plan since April, 1937, at the Cambria Plant? A. 
I don’t know whether I understood the question: 

‘ 4 Have they been held”? 

Q. Perhaps I put the question— 

Mr. Moore: I withdraw the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Put it this way: Were nomina¬ 
tions and elections held under the Plan in March, 1937 ? A. 
Yes. 

Q. 1938, rather? A. Yes. 

Q. The last previous nominations and elections were 
held when? A. In March, 1937. 

Q. Now, disregarding any payments for which Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Company was reimbursed by the Plan, did that 
company make any payment to any of the representatives 
under the Plan or to any other person or persons for time 
spent by them in connection with the preparation for or the 
holding of nominations or elections in March, 1938? 

Mr. Rose: Can I have that question read? 
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(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: No. 

Mr. Rose: I will have to object to that, I don’t under¬ 
stand the forepart. 

15729 Trial Examiner Bloom: You say “reimburse¬ 
ments”, I don’t know just what you are excluding, 

it isn’t clear to my mind. Read that again, will you? 

Mr. Moore: Well—I didn’t know whether it was possible 
to have whether anyone was paid, in the first instance, and 
then reimbursed, if Mr. Evans can tell us— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I see. 

Mr. Moore: —that there were no payments made at all— 
why, I very much prefer to have that— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I see, I didn’t quite understand 
what you were driving at; do you understand that, Mr. 
Evans ? 

The Witness: Yes, there were no payments made for 
that purpose. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) For what time spent since April, 
1937, by representatives under the Plan in connection with 
any matters dealt with thereunder has Bethlehem Steel 
Company paid? A. The only time for which the company 
has paid since April, 1937, is that time representing the 
working time of an employee on his turn during which he 
has a conference with management. 

Q. That is, has been in conference with management ? A. 
That’s right. 

Q. And has Bethlehem Steel Company since April, 

15730 1937, done any printing, typewriting or mimeo¬ 
graphing of any nomination or election material or 

incurred any expenses of any sort in connection with the 
printing, typewriting or mimeographing of any material 
for use in nominations or elections held under the Plan 
for which Bethlehem Steel Company has not been reim¬ 
bursed? A. No. 

Q. Has Bethlehem Steel Company since April, 1937, fur¬ 
nished free of charge any services or materials of any sort 
for use in connection with the nominations or elections held 
under the Plan ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 
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(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What are you including in 
services and material, Mr. Moore, I am not quite sure? 

Mr. Moore: Well, I want to refer to what was previ¬ 
ously referred to and has been covered by a great deal of 
testimony by witnesses called by the Board, that is, that 
they set up—labor, in setting up voting places— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Voting booths? 

Mr. Moore: Well, that they furnish some paper, etc. 
that was used in connection with it, pencils and the like, 
anything. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: In other words, that is 

15731 the type of materials and the services would be the 
labor involved in arranging those things, is that 
what you mean ? 

15732 Mr. Moore: Any labor involved in the election, 
and any materials furnished in connection with the 

nominations and elections, both cases. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: No, they have not. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Has Bethlehem Steel Company since 
April, 1937, supplied free of charge a meeting place or 
headquarters for the representatives under the Plan? 
A. No. 

Q. Disregarding instances where the secretary of a Joint 
Committee was a representative of the management of 
Bethlehem Steel Company, has that company since April, 
1937, supplied free of charge the services of any person 
or persons to take notes for or to prepare minutes of any 
meeting held under the Plan of the General Body or of 
any Standing or Joint Committee? 

Mr. Moore: Will you read the question again? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: No, they have not. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Has Bethlehem Steel Company 
since April. 1937, made multiple copies in any manner, or 
distributed any copies of minutes of any meeting or meet¬ 
ings held under the Plan, the General Body or any 
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15733 Standing or Joint Committee? A. No, they have not. 

Q. Has Bethlehem Steel Company since April, 
1937, furnished free of charge any stationery or supplies 
of any sort to the Plan or to any of the representatives 
elected under the Plan? A. No. 

Q. Has Bethlehem Steel Corporation paid for any time 
spent or used by anyone under the Plan in doing anything 
thereunder or in connection therewith? 

Mr. Rose: Oh, I object to that, Mr. Examiner, as too 
vague, broad and indefinite. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that question. 

Mr. Moore: I intended to make it as broad as the world. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Are you including the compen¬ 
sation of the members of the Joint Committee in a question 
of that kind ? 

Mr. Moore: Everything, this is Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration, not Company. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, I understand, I just wanted 
to make sure I understood you. He may answer. 

The Witness: No, they have not. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Had Bethlehem Steel Corporation 
furnished or paid for anything that was at any time used 
under, or in connection with, the operation of the 

15734 Plan? 

Mr. Rose: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: No. 

Mr. Moore: I think, Mr. Examiner, that that covers the 
direct examination that I had planned. I wonder if—I 
might—it is now half past five—I wonder if we might have 
an adjournment and I might have an opportunity over 
tonight to check to see that there is nothing omitted? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not leave it this way: We 
won’t consider the direct examination concluded at this 
time, but we will adjourn at this time until ten o’clock to¬ 
morrow morning. Then, if you have any more in the 
morning you can let us know. 

Mr. Moore: Yes, thank you, sir. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Ten o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon, at 5:30 o’clock p.m., April 18, 1938, an ad¬ 
journment was taken to 10:00 o’clock a.m., April 19,1938.) 
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Banquet Room, Hendler Hotel, Johnstown, Pennsylva¬ 
nia, Tuesday, April 19,1938. 

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing pursuant 
to adjournment, at 10:00 o’clock a. m. 

Before: 

Frank Bloom, Trial Examiner. 

Appearances: 

Martin I. Rose, Esq., and Earle K. Shawe, Esq., (Wash¬ 
ington, D. C.), Attorneys on behalf of the National Labor 
Relations Board. 

Hoyt A. Moore, Esq., Alfred McCormack, E. Fontaine 
Broun, Esq., and Eugene E. Ford, Esq., (of the firm of 
Cravath, de Gersdorff, Swaine & Wood), 15 Broad Street, 
New York, N. Y., Attorneys on behalf of the Respondents. 

15740 Proceedings 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come 
to order. 

Mr. Moore, do you have any further examination! 

Mr. Moore: Excuse me? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I say, do you have any further 
examination? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, I have one further question, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer. 

Sidney D. Evans resumed the stand as a witness by and 
on behalf of the Respondents, and having been previously 
sworn, testified further as follows: 

Direct examination (continued) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, there is some evidence in 
the record, I think in a number of places, to the effect that 
where a matter is referred to a Joint Committee, the action 
of the Joint Committee, where it acts favorably toward the 
complainant or complainants, is to make a recommendation 
to the company; now, I would like to have you tell me 
whether the company has ever failed to comply with a 
decision of a Joint Committee in favor of an employee or 
a group of employees? A. It has not. 
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Mr. Moore: Now, Mr. Examiner, with the under- 

15741 standing that I assume is satisfactory to all parties, 
because we have had a similar understanding with 

other witnesses, that is all of my direct examination, but I 
wish to reserve the right to recall Mr. Evans to show any 
relevant testimony as to the conduct of elections if we shall 
not enter into a stipulation, also to show the history and 
amendments to the Plan, if we shall not enter into a stipu¬ 
lation on those matters and also to show the effectiveness 
of the Plan in case the offer of schedule which, as I under¬ 
stand it, you have stated we might make, shall not be al¬ 
lowed. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I don’t quite understand 
the second and third points you mentioned, Mr. Moore, as 
to the amendments it was my understanding that we dis¬ 
cussed in connection with the history merely the amend¬ 
ment as you have phrased it when the Bethlehem Steel took 
over the property from the Midvale, that is the method 
whereby the present Plan came into existence. 

I have never understood, and I think I so indicated last 
week when Mr. Williams was on the stand, that there was 
going to be any stipulation with respect to the recent 
amendments. 

Mr. Moore: Well, there was, I don’t know, I don’t know 
about the years between 1923 and 1935, I think it 

15742 was, I may have known, but if so I have forgotten, 
whether there were any amendments during that 

period. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: During that period? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, but in 1935 there were amendments made 
and in 1937 amendments made. It had seemed to me, and 
I thought that we all agreed, that to go through the for¬ 
mality of putting in testimony by a witness when there 
could be no dispute whatever as to those amendments was 
rather a waste of time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, of course, my only point 
is that I didn’t recall that we ever had any discussion about 
that type of amendment. I thought that our discussions 
were limited to the amendment whereby, if you want to call 
it an amendment, whereby the present Plan, that is, the 
Plan, the plan in existence at the present time, came into 
existence in 1923. 
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Now, you phrased that as an amendment to the pre¬ 
viously existing plan. 

Mr. Moore: That is my understanding of it, yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And that is what I have always 
had in mind when you referred to the amendment. 

Mr. Moore: Well, when I referred to the history of the 
Plan I meant, personally, I probably didn’t make myself 
understood, I meant to bring the Plan down to its present 
state. There is no mystery about it anyway, in any 

15743 way. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, I would assume not, 
it is just a question of whether there is any point to re¬ 
calling Mr. Evans or other witnesses for the purpose of 
showing amendments made, for instance, in 1937. I think 
it would be probable to show the present amendments, 
that is the 1937, and if you deem it necessary, the 1935 
amendments, while Mr. Evans is on the stand, because this 
procedure of recalling witnesses sometimes becomes very 
burdensome, that is, you call a witness back and— 

Mr. Moore: I quite agree with you, I don’t want to re¬ 
call Mr. Evans if it can be avoided, but it is essential, it 
seems to me, that we know the history of the Plan. 

Now I have not gotten together the papers, I am not 
prepared to examine Mr. Evans on the Plan at all, as I 
said, it is a simple thing, I don’t see how there can be any 
differences about it, it is a matter, I think, that is entirely 
of record. 

All I want to do is to have the facts and all the facts 
shown. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, the reason I asked the 
question originally was that I had not understood that 
there was even any discussion about showing the amend¬ 
ments, any amendments other than the 1923 amend- 

15744 ments, so-called. In other words, I did not under¬ 
stand that there was any tentative agreement even 

that the stipulation would cover, for example, the amend¬ 
ment made in the Spring of 1937 after the Supreme Court 
decision upholding the Wagner Act. 

Now, if I am in error on that, why, I am simply in error. 

Mr. Moore: Well, it is apparently a misunder- 

15745 standing. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: What is the opinion, recollection, 
of Board’s counsel on that ! 

Mr. Rose: My recollection of it is this, that when we 
discussed it, I gathered that the stipulation would cover 
matters concerning 1923 as to what happened then •with 
reference to the Plan. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And prior to that? 

Mr. Rose: And possibly prior to that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Possibly? 

Mr. Rose: If it was worked out in some way under 
stipulation and, frankly, I didn’t think that we reached last 
year’s amendments, that that would be covered by that 
stipulation. 

Mr. Moore: Well, it is immaterial to me, if you want to 
take the amount of time necessary to cover it I shall be 
glad to do it, I will have to ask your indulgence because I 
will have to get the papers together and I haven’t even 
talked to Mr. Evans about the matter at any time. Counsel 
for the Board had put in, a letter, a part of the proof, I 
have forgotten the exhibit, a letter written by the company 
to— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It is Board’s Exhibit 178. 

Mr. Moore: Written to the Chairman of the General 
Body, or to the General Body itself, I don’t remember how 
it was addressed. 

15746 Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, those two letters 
that you refer to are Board’s Exhibits 277 and 278, 
and then there are also certain minutes in evidence of 
the Standing Committee and the General Body, two sets 
of minutes of the General Body, one, where the amend¬ 
ments were proposed, and two, where they were acted upon, 
and then there are also the minutes of the No. 1 Committee 
on Rules where the amendments were formulated as I recall 
the record, and then there are also these two documents, 
Board’s Exhibits 277 and 8, which are the letters from Mr. 
Williams and to Mr. Williams from Mr. Evans. 

Well, I don't know, I don’t want to have all the •wit¬ 
nesses who have testified recalled, I would like to finish the 
evidence while the witnesses are on the stand. It takes 
considerable more time to bring a witness back, but of 
course if that was your understanding, that was your un¬ 
derstanding. 
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Mr. Moore: Well, my thought is that there isn’t, as I 
said, there isn’t a thing, there isn’t any mystery about it, 
it is purely a little typewriting and -we have nothing to 
conceal, everything is on the table. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, possibly the thing to do 
is— 

Mr. Moore: I want the facts and all the facts. 

15747 Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, Mr. Moore, one 
thing that encouraged me in my opinion on that was 

the fact that the respondents offered certain minutes bear¬ 
ing on this very question. Mr. Moore, you see you offered 
certain minutes which had to do with the amendment and 
I, never having been of the opinion that any possible stipu¬ 
lation would cover the 1937 amendment was more or less 
strengthened in my own opinion by the fact that you did 
put in some evidence by way of that concerning the minu¬ 
tes. I think the General Body minutes of may 26th or 27th 
had to do with the adoption of the amendment. It may not 
be the purpose that you had in mind in putting the amend¬ 
ments in. 

Mr. Moore: No, that wasn’t the purpose, it wasn’t the 
purpose we put them in for. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: But those amendments were dis¬ 
cussed or adopted at that meeting. 

15748 Mr. Moore: Well, your stipulation under those cir¬ 
cumstances would mean no more than a reference. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: —to the minutes. 

Mr. Moore* To the particular minutes, but we didn’t put 
them in for that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I agree, but there seems to 
be a misunderstanding on this whole matter and I don’t 
want respondents to be prejudiced to the extent that they 
might be deprived of the right to go into that, so we will 
just have to leave that open and you have the right to re¬ 
call Mr. Evans for that purpose, or if you care to, you may 
examine him now, but that is entirely up to you. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I don’t have ony papers here, I haven’t 
even considered it since some time, I don’t know that I have 
considered the thing since last Spring. I knew about it at 
that time, had to do with it. 

Of course, I would be glad to have the record show it, but 
I have not refreshed my memory, I don’t know that the 



7820 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 

witness has and I would want to get together the particular 
papers, anyway. 

Now, if you want to have me put it in through examina¬ 
tion, why, of course I will be glad to do it, I will try to 
do it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is entirely up to you, 

15749 Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore: What I mean is, if we are not going 
to undertake to stipulate regarding it, then of course I 
want to put the testimony in. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The only reason I have some 
doubts about it is that I don’t recall that we ever discussed 
the question of stipulating that phase, I may be entirely in 
error but I simply don’t recall it. 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Examiner, might I break in? It was my 
recollection, and I am sure that Mr. Broun has the same 
impression, that the history of the Plan right up to date 
was to be a subject for stipulation, if a stipulation could 
be worked out. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, frankly, I had no such 
recollection at all. 

Mr. Ford: I proceeded on that assumption. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: My recollection of it is that our 
discussion centered around the means whereby the Plan 
came into existence after Betheleliem took over the plant. 

Mr. Ford: That is true, we did discuss that fully. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And then stopped at that point. 
I had no idea that you were contemplating a stipulation 
running up to the present time, that is, dealing with the 
history of the Plan. 

15750 Mr. Ford: Well, I think— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be that such a 
stipulation could be agreed upon but we have never dis¬ 
cussed it, at least I had never thought of it that way at all. 
You may recall when Mr. Williams was on the stand, and 
I asked Mr. Williams something about the amendments at 
that time, I think when Mr. Broun made an objection, that 
that was going to be covered by way of a stipulation, I 
think I stated at that time that I did not so understand. 

Mr. Rose: Well, that was my understanding, my under¬ 
standing was similar to that, Mr. Examiner, and frankly 
I intended to ask some questions about it. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, in view of Mr. Moore’s 
statement that he is not prepared to adduce testimony- 
through Mr. Evans concerning the history of the Plan, I 
think that at this time, Mr. Rose, you should limit your 
cross-examination to documents already in evidence, hav¬ 
ing to do with amendments to the Plan. 

In other words, there are certain documents in evidence 
and I think any questions asked should be limited to those 
documents instead of going back, for instance, back into 
1923. I don’t think you should go back to 1923 to show 
how the Plan came into existence, for example, be- 

15751 cause as I understand it, Mr. Moore will either do 
that by way of a proffered stipulation or by recall¬ 
ing Mr. Evans, is that correct, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, and of course calling other witnesses. 
I would have to rely upon the testimony of witnesses and 
I don’t know, I have never talked to Mr. Evans about it, 
I don’t know how much he knows about the early history 
of the Plan, but I was simply making the reservation in 
order to be sure that I covered myself. 

If the testimony with reference to the amendments to the 
Plan is to be put in through witnesses it is perfectly clear 
to my mind, Mr. Examiner, that it is a block of proof which 
can be dealt with by itself, so that I do not see that the 
Board is losing any rights if it postpones its cross-exam¬ 
ination until I shall have put in direct examination. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Xo, 1 wouldn’t think so, so that 
cross-examination on that phase, then, Mr. Rose, is to be 
limited to documents already in evidence and to matters 
that have been gone into up to this point. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I will immediately get some of my 
assistants working on the matter to the end that we can 
get it adjusted. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, I think w’e should dispose 
of that because if counsel don’t agree on a stipula- 

15752 tion we want to get this proof in, respondents— 

Mr. Moore: I mean, if it is agreed now that coun¬ 
sel desires to have the amendments to the Plan put in 
through testimony, why, I will take that part up right away 
and ask some of my assistants— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I shouldn’t think it would be 
very long testimony or very difficult testimony. 



7822 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD* 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It is merely formal testimony. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I don’t know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is your direct examination con¬ 
cluded, then, Mr. Moore f 

Mr. Moore: Yes. You spoke about the third reservation 
that I made. You will remember that we were to put in a 
schedule showing the accomplishments under the Plan. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What I had in mind, Mr. 

15753 Moore, I don’t believe vou were here that dav that 
matter came up. If you refer to certain of the Beth¬ 
lehem reviews that are in evidence, you will see that from 
time to time there have been set forth a number of griev¬ 
ances as to types of grievances and disposition. At the 
time that I made the suggestion, I indicated certain other 
material that might well be included in the document. That, 
substantially, was what I had in mind. I think I so indi¬ 
cated at the time. 

Mr. Moore: Well, you will remember that I stated—I 
am quite sure I did—briefly, anyway, that we had planned 
to show what had been done under the Plan because of the 
fact that its effectiveness had been challenged. Now, when 
I outlined what I thought at the time was our proof, our 
defense, I had planned to put in through a number of 
witnesses evidence as to exactly what had been done, not 
in all detail, of course, but in sufficient detail to show what 
we thought would be evidence upon which a finding could 
be based that the Plan was effective, was a very effective 
collective bargaining agency. You ruled that after we had 
put in evidence as to the effectiveness of the Plan through 
the witness Horning, and had begun to put in some evi¬ 
dence of the same kind through the witness Williams, that 
we should not take the time of yourself and counsel 

15754 for the Board by going through that, and as I un¬ 
derstood it, we then asked for leave to show what 

the effectiveness had been through showing other cases in 
the form of a schedule. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No. That was my suggestion, 
Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore: I think that that may be true. I was not 
here. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I was the initiator. I will take 
the responsibility for it. 

Mr. Moore: I was not here. I will take your suggestion. 
I want to preserve our rights in some way to do that. Mr. 
Evans, having been management’s special representative, 
is particularly familiar with what has gone on under the 
Plan with reference to grievances that have gone further 
than the superintendents. The day to day work between 
the superintendents and the employees’ representatives is 
not known to him except as he had heard. I want to show 
what he knows as to the effectiveness of the Plan. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If the schedule you present is 
what I have in mind, I will receive it in evidence. If it is 
not what I have in mind and includes material I think 
should not be included, it will be used as an offer of 

15755 proof, so in any event your record will be complete. 
In other words, it is up to you to determine what 

form of schedule you want. You may want to set up a 
schedule with matters that I barred, which I would not 
want to receive. On the other hand, if you set up a sched¬ 
ule in the form I indicated, I will permit it to go into evi¬ 
dence. The form 1 have in mind is similar to the ones set 
up in the Bethlehem Reviews, and, as I understand it from 
reading the reviews, the schedules there have to do with 
all the Plans, and are a composite of all the Plans of Rep¬ 
resentation, whereas this would be limited to the grievances 
at the Cambria Plant. 

15756 Mr. Moore: I think that is correct. I think I re¬ 
member seeing some such thing either in the reviews 

or some place else. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We have two or three in evi¬ 
dence, Respondents’ or Board’s. 

Mr. Rose: Board’s. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: In which they have set forth 
schedules of grievances handled. Have you those, Mr. 
Rose? 

Mr. Moore: I know what you mean. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You referred to the exhibit once 
before. I refer again to Board’s Exhibit 24, page 2, set¬ 
ting forth how cases have been decided under Bethlehem’s 
Plan of Representation from October, 1918 to June, 1933. 
I have seen other schedules in some of the exhibits which 
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I think go down to a later date. I believe there is one that 
runs down to 1933. Maybe that was in that newspaper 
extract from the New York Times. At any rate, you know 
w’hat I have in mind. 

Mr. Moore: I know what you have in mind. I cannot 
conceive of a great deal of difficulty except if w T e cannot 
put in a schedule such as you have in mind, w’e certainly 
w’ill be permitted to make an offer of proof, and if you 
adhere to your ruling— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You can take that for granted. 
Mr. Moore: Then an offer of proof will come into 

15757 the picture. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You can rely on that. 

Mr. Shawe: Board’s Exhibit 27 has a similar schedule 
also. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then you have concluded? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Cross-Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) As I understand it, Mr. Evans, prior 
to April 1, 1923, you were employed at the Maryland plant 
of the company at Sparrows Point; is that correct? A. 
That is correct. 

Q. How* were you notified, if you w’ere notified, to go to 
the Cambria Plant in about April of 1923? A. I was noti¬ 
fied by the then General Manager of the Maryland Plant. 

Q. And what form did that notification take? Was it a 
written notification or verbal? A. Verbal. 

Q. Did you, subsequent to the time he notified you ver¬ 
bally, receive any written notification that you were to go 
to the Cambria Plant from anyone? A. No, I did not. 

Q. What did you say your first position at the Cambria 
Plant w'as? A. Works Accountant. 

15758 Q. How’ w r ere you notified of your becoming assist¬ 
ant to the general manager? A. By Mr. Custer, the 

then general manager of the Cambria Plant. 

Q. Was that orally or in writing? A. Orally. 

Q. And did you receive any subsequent written notifica¬ 
tion? A. I did not. 

Q. And how did you receive notice that you were to be¬ 
come management’s special representative? A. Through 
Mr. Custer, the then general manager. 
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Q. Was that an oral notice or a written notice? A. It 
was an oral notice. 

Q. And did you receive any subsequent written notice to 
the effect that you were to be management’s special repre¬ 
sentative? A. I did not. 

Q. Now, when you became assistant to the general man¬ 
ager, was there a change in your salary? A. Yes. 

Q. Was it increased? A. It was. 

15759 Q. And how were you notified of that? A. Orally, 
by the general manager. 

Q. Did you receive any written notification as to the in¬ 
crease in salary? A. I did not. 

Q. Was your salary increased when you became man¬ 
agement’s special representative? A. It was not. 

Q. Now, Mr. Evans, do you know whether when your 
salary was increased at the time you became assistant to 
the general manager, a form similar to Respondents’ Ex¬ 
hibit 165 was made out? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Show it to Mr. Evans. 

(Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit 165 was passed to the 
witness.) 

The Witness: I don’t know. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Was any report of your advancement 
to the position of assistant to the general manager made to 
the office of Bethlehem, so far as you know? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Office of Bethlehem? 

Mr. Moore: May I have that read? 

Mr. Rose: The main office of the company. 

Mr. Moore: May I have the question, please? 

Mr. Rose: The Bethlehem Company. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: I don’t know. 

15760 Q. (By Mr. Rose) Now, since you have been in 
charge of labor matters, have you from time to time 

consulted with anyone in the main office of the company in 
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania? A. I have consulted at differ¬ 
ent times, yes, on matters of general interest. 

Q. And with whom do you consult in Bethlehem? A. As 
a general rule, any consultation that I might have about 
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general matters are had with the assistant to the vice- 
president. 

Q. Who is that ? A. Mr. Hoddinott. 

Mr. Moore: Will you spell his name for the record, 
please ? 

The Witness: H-o-d-d-i-n-o-t-t. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) I)o you consult with Mr. Larkin? A. 
I don’t recall consulting with Mr. Larkin on any matters. 
Q. What is Mr. Larkin’s first name? A. J. M., I believe. 
Q. And what is his position with the company? A. He 
is one of the vice-presidents, I believe. 

Q. Does he have charge of a particular department? A. 
He has charge of public relations, I believe, for the 

15761 corporation. 

Q. For the corporation or the company? A. I be¬ 
lieve it is for the corporation. I am not certain. 

Q. Do you know the nature of his duties? A. I do not. 
Q. The Mr. Larkin you have referred to is the same Mr. 
Larkin who was here when you went on the stand last week? 
A. I don’t recall whether he was here when I went on the 
stand, but he has been here. 

Q. He has been here? A. Correct. 

Q* Have your consultations been for the purpose of as¬ 
certaining what goes on at the other plants of the company 
with reference to labor relations, labor matters? A. Any 
consultation which I have had with anyone outside of the 
Cambria Plant has been for the purpose of keeping in 
touch with what is going on not only in other plants of our 
corporation, but in other companies, in other plants in the 
industry generally. 

Q. Then you know, do you not, that there are Plans of 
Employees’ Representation similar to the one at the Cam¬ 
bria Plant at the other plants of the company? 

15762 Mr. Moore: Well, I object to that unless we know 
what you mean by similar. The witness may not 

have seen any other Plans. He may not know anything 
about what they contain. I think it is hardly a fair ques¬ 
tion to use the word “similar” without defining it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What do you mean by the word 
similar? 

Mr. Rose: I meant similar provisions and similar in 
operation. 
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Mr. Moore: Well,— 

Mr. Rose: As a method of having employees’ represen¬ 
tatives and adjusting grievances— 

Mr. Moore: I don’t see how this witness can know unless 
he has compared the Plans. I don’t know myself how to 
answer the question as to what is similar. It may be you 
have plans of representation in evidence of one of the other 
plants made up in an entirely different manner than here. 
It may be that the representatives are made up or ap¬ 
pointed in some other way— 

15763 Trial Examiner Bloom: You had better break that 
question up, Mr. Rose. It takes in too much terri¬ 
tory. I think Mr. Moore’s noinfc is well taken. The witness 
may know some of the things, but may not know others. 

Mr. Moore: I should add too, Mr. Examiner, that I do 
not see the purpose of eliciting any testimony with refer¬ 
ence to other Plans from this witness. As I understand 
it, all of the other Plans in any way the subject of this 
case are in evidence. The question of whether they are 
similar in the mind of counsel for the Board is a question 
which can readily be determined by counsel for the Board 
without asking this witness anything. 

Mr. Rose: I think I am entitled to find out— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There is nothing pending, Mr. 
Rose. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You know, do you not, that there are 
Plans of Employees ’ Representation at other plants of the 
company? A. May I have that question read? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read it, please, Mr. Parsont. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: I have heard that there are Plans of Rep¬ 
resentation of some sort in effect at other plants of 

15764 the Bethlehem Company. 

Q. Well, you know, do you not, that the Plans of 
the other plants provide some method for the election or 
the appointment of employees’ representatives? A. I would 
assume it would not be a plan if it did not provide some 
means of collective bargaining. 
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Q. And you also know that the Plans of the other plants 
of the company provide some method for the taking up of 
grievances! A. I would assume so, as I said before. 

Q. Well, you know that is so, don’t you? A. I cannot 
know if I am not in possession of the Plans, and the facts 
in connection with them. 

Q. Have you from time to time, Mr. Evans, received re¬ 
ports concerning labor matters from the office of Bethle¬ 
hem? 

Mr. Moore: Well, just a moment. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 

Mr. Moore: The question is not clear to me. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which office of Bethlehem? 

Mr. Rose: The main office of the company in Bethlehem, 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I don’t know what you mean by 
15765 that, the main office of the company. 

Mr. Rose: At Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Moore: Well, is there any evidence in the record to 
that effect ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The office at Bethlehem. What 
is the difference if it is the main office, or an office. 

Mr. Moore: What does “from Bethlehem” mean? 

Mr. Rose: Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Moore: But what does it mean? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Have you, from time to time, received 
any reports concerning labor matters from the office of the 
company at Bethlehem, Pennsylvania? 

Mr. Moore: Well, 1 object to that unless we know what 
you mean by reports. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: I don’t know what you mean by labor 
matters. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, I understood that you were in 
charge of labor matters at the Cambria Plant. A. I did 
not say so. I said labor relations. 

Q. Labor relations. Well, do you receive reports or in¬ 
formation concerning labor relations from the office of the 
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company at Bethlehem, Pennsylvania? A. I have already 
indicated that from time to time I have consulted 

15766 with people outside of the Cambria Plant to deter¬ 
mine what is going on in the industry generally, and 

from time to time I have received reports or information 
regarding the industry generally. 

Q. And have you received reports concerning labor re¬ 
lations at other plants of the company? A. I have not. 

Q. I show you Board’s Exhibits 24, 25, 26 and 27, and 
ask you whether you have seen copies of them before? 
Trial Examiner Bloom: 24 to 27, inclusive. 

The Witness: Yes, I believe I have seen copies of these 
before. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Copies of those exhibits were dis¬ 
tributed in the plant here, were they not, Mr. Evans? A. 
I cannot say for certain that copies of those particular ones 
were distributed, but I assume that they were inasmuch as 
it was our practice at that time to distribute copies of the 
Bethlehem Review to the employees. 

Q. From where did you receive the copies of the Bethle¬ 
hem Reviews that were distributed to employees at the 
Cambria Plant? A. From the home office at Beth- 

15767 lehem. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You say, the home office, 
Mr. Evans? 

The Witness: The home office is the main office. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that how the Bethlehem office 
is referred to, Mr. Evans ? 

The Witness: Generally speaking, yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) And how were they distributed to the 
employees at the Cambria Plant? A. When? 

Q. Whenever they were distributed? A. That cannot be 
answered in one answer because they have been distributed 
in different ways. 

Q. Will you describe the ways in which they were dis¬ 
tributed? A. I would say— 

Mr. Moore: What is the meaning of ‘ 4 they”? 

Mr. Rose: Bethlehem Review’s. 

Mr. Moore: You mean, all Bethlehem Review’s? You 
have show’n to the witness here five, I believe. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Four. 
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Mr. Moore: Now, are von referring* to those you have 
shown him, or are you referring to something else? 

Mr. Rose: I am referring to these and any others that 
the witness may remember and, of course, I am re- 

15768 ferring to prior to April, 1937. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Go ahead. 

The Witness: I still am not clear. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase it. 

The Witness: Do you mean, prior to 1937 ? 

Mr. Rose: I will rephrase the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) As I understand it, Bethlehem Re¬ 
views were received at this plant from what you said was 
the home office at Bethlehem, Pennsylvania? A. That is 
right. 

Q. Now, when they were received here, did they come 
to your office or some other office of the plant? A. They 
came to the mail bureau at the general office at Locust 
Street. 

Q. How were they distributed to the employees? A. At 
times they were distributed by being handed to the em¬ 
ployees in the plant, and at other times they have been 
mailed to the employees at their homes. 

Q. Were they distributed through inter-plant mail at 
any time? A. No. I don't believe they were. 

Q. I show you Board's Exhibit 17 and ask you whether 
you have seen a copy of a sign or placard similar to 

15769 that ? A. Yes, I have seen a copy similar to that. 

Q. Did you receive copies of that sign from the 
main office of home office in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania? 

Mr. Moore: What was the word used? 

Mr. Rose: Sign, 1 said. Board's Exhibit 17. 

Mr. Moore: Well, if you limit it to Board’s Exhibit 17, 
I have no objection to it, but sign— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. Board's Exhibit No. 
17. 

The Witness: 1 received copies of that from the Beth¬ 
lehem Printery. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) And where is the Bethlehem Print¬ 
ery? A. At Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. 

Q. And about how many copies did you receive? A. I 
do not recall. 
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Q. Well, could you give us any approximation? A. I am 
sorry, I could not. T haven’t any idea of how many copies 
were received at that time. 

Q. Well was it a large bundle of signs? A. Probably 
not so many. 

Q. You referred to the Bethlehem Printery, I think you 
said? A. That is right. 

Q. What did you mean by that? A. There is a 

15770 printery and printing establishment at Bethlehem 
which prints material for various of the plants. 

Q. And at the time you received copies of Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit 17, did you receive any instructions as to what should 
be done with them? A. I did not. 

Q. Did anyone notify orally you as to what should be 
done with copies of these signs ? A. They did not. 

Q. What did you do with the copies of the signs, Board’s 
Exhibit 17? A. Had them posted on the bulletin boards 
of the plant. 

Q. Did you give instructions when they should be posted? 
A. I did. 

Q. And to whom did you give those instructions? A. 
The superintendents. 

Q. I show you Board’s Exhibit 42— 

Mr. Ford: What number is that, Mr. Rose? 

Mr. Rose: Board’s Exhibit 42. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) —and ask you whether you have seen 
a copy of that before ? A. I have. 

Q. Did you receive copies of Board’s Exhibit 42 from 
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania? A. I did not. 

15771 Q. Where did you receive them from? 

Mr. Moore: Well, just a moment. He has not tes¬ 
tified as yet that he received copies. 

Mr. Rose: I will withdraw the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Have you seen more than one copy 
of Board’s Exhibit 42? A. Yes. I have seen more than 
one copy. 

Q. About how many copies have you seen? A. Possibly 
three or four copies, so far as my own personal observation 
is concerned. 

Q. Well, copies of Board’s Exhibit 42 were distributed 
to employees, were they not? A. They were. 
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Q. And in order to do that you must receive quite a num¬ 
ber of copies of Board’s Exhibit 42? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t think there is any need of arguing 
the question. It does not seem to me the conclusions fol¬ 
low at all. 

Mr. Rose: That is why I am asking it, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Evans, were copies 

15772 given to all employees working in the plant? Were 
they distributed generally? 

The Witness: It was intended that they be distributed 
generally. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Where did you receive the copies of 
Board’s Exhibit 42 that were distributed in the plant? 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I again object to the ques¬ 
tion. He has phrased it as though this witness has re¬ 
ceived it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Please rephrase it. He did not 
say he received them, but said they were received— 

Mr. Rose: I intended to— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I know what you intended, but 
it has not been demonstrated up to this point. It simply 
provides for a lot of discussion between counsel, and serves 
no useful purpose. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Were a comparatively large number 
of copies of Board’s Exhibit 42 received at the Cambria 
Plant ? 

Mr. Moore: I object to that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He said it was intended to dis¬ 
tribute them to employees generally. If there were 

15773 fifteen thousand people working, I assume what Mr. 
Evans meant by that is that it was intended that all 

those fifteen thousand receive a copy; is that correct, Mr. 
Evans ? 

The Witness: That is correct. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Where did you—by you I refer to the 
Cambria Plant—receive the copies that were distributed to 
the employees generally? A. The Cambria Plant received 
them from the publisher of the booklet. 

Q. Who was that? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Would you care to examine it, 
Mr. Evans ? 

The Witness: Did you ask a question ? 
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Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is the pending question? 

(The last question and the preceding answer were read 
by the reporter as above set forth.) 

Mr. Moore: I am not sure whether the witness under¬ 
stood your question to mean the publisher, as distinguished 
from the printer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you know who— 

The Witness: I mean the one who printed them. We 
received them from whoever printed them. 

15774 Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you know who printed 
them? 

The Witness: I don’t know who they were ordered from. 
I know they were ordered, but who they were ordered from, 
I do not know at this time. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Did you order them? A. They were 
ordered from our plant. 

Q. Did the companv pav for them? A. I presume they 
did. 

Q. Well, do you know? A. I do not. 

Q. And how were the copies of Board’s Exhibit 42 dis¬ 
tributed? A. My recollection is that they were first dis¬ 
tributed to the departments and in some manner from the 
departments to the employees, I do not know definitely 
just how they were given to the employees. 

15775 Q. I show you Board’s Exhibit 8, and ask you to 
tell us who printed that. 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit No. 8 was passed to the 
witness.) 

A. A supply of these books similar to Board’s Exhibit 8 
were printed at the Bethlehem Printery, by request of the 
general Body of the Plan of Representation. 

Q. They were printed without charge to the Plan of Em¬ 
ployees’ Representation, that’s correct, isn’t it? A. That’s 
correct. 

Q. Prior to April, 1937, were copies of Board’s Exhibit 8 
kept by the employment office of the company here? A. 
They were. 

Q. And was that under your instructions? A. It was. 
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Q. And what instructions did you give, if you gave any, 
with reference to distributions of the copies of Board’s 
Exhibit 8 at the employment office? A. Prior to April, 
1937? 

Q. That’s correct. A. Instructions were to give one to 
each new employee. 

Q. Do you recall to whom you gave such instructions? 
A. I believe those instructions were actually in effect at 
the time that I was made management’s special represen¬ 
tative, I don’t know. Did I answer your question 

15776 before that I had personally given the instructions? 

Q. I hadn’t asked you; well, did you personally 
give the instructions? A. I don’t recall that I did, it was 
said, in effect, at the time that I was made management’s 
special representative. 

Q. Do you know the signature of Mr. Eugene Grace, do 
you not? A. I do not definitely. 

Q. Well, you can recognize his signature? A. I have 
never seen him sign it. 

Q. Well, I show you Board's Exhibit 25 to 27, inclusive, 
and ask you whether you recognize there in those exhibits 
a reproduction of Mr. Grace’s signature? A. I say— 

Mr. Moore; Mr. Examiner, the witness says he never 
saw him sign it, he never saw the signature, I don’t see 
liow he can answer the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom; Well, is there any question 
about the fact that this is what appears to be a facsimile 
signature of E. G. Grace in those documents? 

Mr. Moore: I didn’t think there was any. The Board 
seems to want to take a lot of time to go over them, there 
is no dispute on my part. The Bethlehem Review is pub¬ 
lished and distributed broadcast over the country to 

15777 newspapers; it is a paper that is sent to newspapers 
and articles are reproduced in the newspapers. I 

don’t think that Mr. Grace would permit a thing like that 
to be sent out of Bethlehem with anything that purported 
to be his facsimile signature unless he had authorized the 
printing of it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom; T asked the question because I 
would assume as much. 

Mr. Rose: Will you mark that for identification? 
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(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
Board’s Exhibit No. 293 For Identification.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose we take a brief recess. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were resumed as follows:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Rose? 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) I show you Board’s Exhibit 293 for 
Identification and ask you if you have ever seen a copy 
of that before? 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit 293 was passed to the wit¬ 
ness.) 

A. I cannot say definitely that I have seen a copy of that 
before, but I assume that I have, being a Bethlehem Re¬ 
view, I see most of them. 

Q. Well, they would have been received in the same way 
that you have mentioned? A. Bethlehem Reviews 

15778 generally are received in the way that I mentioned, 
yes. 

Q. And distributed in the way you have mentioned? A. 
In the two ways that I mentioned. 

15779 Mr. Rose: I offer Board’s Exhibit 293 for Iden¬ 
tification in evidence. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I object to it, Mr. Examiner, it shows 
on its face that it is printed, or an issue of February 20, 
1935, which is prior to the enactment of the Wagner Labor 
Relations Act, and it seems to me that isn’t admissible as 
having any bearing on any issue in this case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore, is there any issue 
as to the competency of the document as distinguished from 
its relevancy or materiality? 

Mr. Moore: Do you mean as to its authenticity? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t think so. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The objection is overruled, the 
document will be received as Board’s Exhibit 293. 

(Thereupon, the document previously marked Board’s 
Exhibit 293 for Identification was marked Board’s Exhibit 
293 in evidence.) 
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Mr. Hose: Will you mark this for identification, please? 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Board's Exhibit 294 for Identification.) 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) I show you Board’s Exhibit 294 for 
Identification and ask you whether you have ever 

15780 seen a copy of that before? 

(Board’s Exhibit 294 for Identification passed to wit¬ 
ness.) 

Mr. Moore: I think I might point out, Mr. Examiner, 
also that this doesn’t seem to me to be rebuttal testimony. 
I don’t know, nothing has been pointed out in the paper 
which you have in your hand that shows any rebuttal. That 
review is available, I assume, to counsel for the Board, prior 
to the time of the testimony in the case— 

The Witness: I don’t recall having seen that. 

Mr. Rose: Well, I wanted to offer Board’s 294 for Iden¬ 
tification, I want to know whether there is any question of 
its authenticity. 

Mr. Moore: I never saw a copy of it before, that I know, 
I know nothing about it. 

Mr. Rose: Well, is there any question about the fac¬ 
simile of the signature of Mr. Grace? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know, I don’t know anything about 
it. The facsimile signature could be put on by anyone, I 
don’t know anything about it, I don’t know anything about 
it in any way, I only know what it says. I never say a copy 
before. 

Mr. Rose: Well, we wanted to put this in evidence and 
I thought counsel might be willing to stipulate con- 

15781 cerning it and save the necessity of calling further 
witnesses. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I don’t want to stipulate the admis¬ 
sion of that. In the first place, I don’t see that it is ad¬ 
missible. On the face of it it shows that it is more than ten 
years old, or ten years old. I don’t know whether it is copy¬ 
righted, I didn’t look at it enough to see whether it is, what 
the date of the copyright is. I say I don’t remember hav¬ 
ing seen it before, I don’t know what its contents are. I 
certainly don’t want to stipulate into evidence something 
that I think is inadmissible. 
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Mr. Rose: Well, certainly counsel can advise us as to its 
authenticity and the fact as to whether it was put out by 
the Bethlehem Steel Company, or corporation. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know anything about it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore said before he don't 
know anything about it. In view of that I don’t see how 
you could say that he can advise you. He doesn’t know. 

Mr. Rose: Well, he can make an inquiry about it, he can 
do that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You haven’t asked him yet. 

Mr. Rose: Well, would vou, Mr. Moore ? 

15782 Mr. Moore: What? 

Mr. Rose: Satisfy yourself as to the authenticity 

of this ? 

Mr. Moore: Certainly, I will be glad to make inquiry. 

Mr. Rose: And advise us? 

Mr. Moore: As I say, I don’t remember having seen it be¬ 
fore, but T would say I would be glad to do anything you 
request in that respect, but I think that you should know 
that whatever I may find I shall object to the admission of 
it because it doesn’t seem to me that it is rebuttal testi¬ 
mony and certainly if it is as old as it appears, it can’t have 
any probative force at the present time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: May I see the document? 

(Board’s Exhibit 294 for Identification passed to Trial 
Examiner.) 

Mr. Rose: All I was inquiring about, Mr. Moore, from 
you, was its authenticity. I think the question of admis¬ 
sibility is one that we could argue here. 

Mr. Moore: Oh, certainly, that is true, we can argue it, 
try to argue anything. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I will stand witness that 
all of the attonevs are the opposite of bashful when it comes 
to making arguments. 

15783 Mr. Moore: Well, I don’t like to admit any accu¬ 
sations. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Oh, that is not an accusation, 
that is a mere statement of fact. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Do you have an assistant, Mr. Evans? 
A. I do not. 
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Q. Well, wlio is Mr. Ewart L. Roberts? A. 

15784 E. L. Roberts? 

Q. That’s right. A. He is a man that works in 

n iv office. 

* 

Q. Well, what is his position? A. It is pretty hard to 
explain what his position is, he helps me with different mat¬ 
ters. 

Q. Well, what does he do, I mean, what type of work does 
he do? A. Well, various types of work. 

Q. Well, can you tell us briefly the nature of his work? 
A. Various types of office work. 

Q. Could you be a little more specific than that? A. He 
opens up the mail, keeps a record of apprentices in the 
plant, matters of that kind. 

Q. Does he open your mail? A. Unless it is personal, 
yes. 

Q. Xow, you testified that you had a conversation with 
David Watkins on May S, 1937. A. Telephone conversa¬ 
tion, yes. 

Q. Yes, that’s correct, isn’t it? A. That’s correct. 

Q. And the next time you spoke with Mr. Watkins was 
on June 11, 1937, is that correct? A. That’s correct. 

15785 Q. Now, between May 8, 1937 and June 11, 1937, 
did you communicate with Mr. Watkins in any way 

whatsoever ? A. I did not. 

Q. Were you aware that the Steel Workers Organizing 
Committee had begun an organizational drive among the 
employees of the Cambria Plant in the summer of 1936 ? 
Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that question. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Moore: I object to that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will sustain the objection to the 
form of the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You heard, did you not, that the Steel 
Workers Organizing Committee began a drive in the sum¬ 
mer of 1936 to organize the employees of the Cambria 
Plant? 

Mr. Moore: Same objection, Mr. Examiner, it assumes a 
state of facts not in evidence as far as this witness is con¬ 
cerned. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: No, I think this question—he 
asked him if he ever heard such a thing. 

Mr. Moore: But he stated he heard something, he is at¬ 
tempting to state a fact and then ask if he ever heard 
about it. 

15786 Mr. Rose: In the first place, tills is cross-examina¬ 
tion. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, you still can’t state facts— 

Mr. Rose: I am not stating a fact, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think you can answer this ques¬ 
tion. 

The Witness: Referring to when? 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) At any time during 1936? A. I be¬ 
lieve there was something in the newspapers at some time 
during 1936 of the S. W. 0. C. having opened up an office 
in Johnstown. 

Q. You had heard that they had begun a drive at about 
that time to organize employees of the Cambria Plant? 

Mr. Moore: Well, I think the same objection, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, he asked him if he heard they had. He can phrase his 
questions to elicit the evidence he wants, undoubtedly, with¬ 
out assuming a state of facts not in evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not rephrase it with that in 
mind? 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, after you had learned that the 
S. W. 0. C. had opened up office, an office, in Johnstown in 
the summer of 1936, did you learn what the S. W. 0. C. was 
doing in Johnstown? A. My recollection is that the 

15787 newspapers announced that they were here to or¬ 
ganize employees in Johnstown. 

Q. To organize employees at the Cambria Plant? A. I 
don’t recall whether the statement referred to Cambria 
Plant or not. 

Q. Well, did you ever hear that they were organizing 
employees at the Cambria Plant? A. In 1936? 

Q. That’s right. 

Mr. Moore: Well, again it seems to me that the ques¬ 
tion, “Did you ever hear they were organizing—” 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not rephrase it? 

Air. Moore: There is no evidence that they had organ¬ 
ized or were organizing. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase the question. 

Mr. Rose: Well, frankly, Mr. Examiner, I don’t appre¬ 
ciate the objection. I don’t see what the objection is. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, rephrase the question 
and let’s get on with it. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Had you heard after you read in the 
newspapers that the Steel Workers Organizing Committee 
had opened an office in Johnstown, that that organization, 
or that the Steel Workers Organizing Committee was seek¬ 
ing to enroll employees at the Cambria Plant? A. I 

15788 don’t recall that I heard that specifically, I assumed 
that they were from the fact that they established an 

office here and the newspapers so reported. 

Q. Did you send any report, either written or oral, to the 
office at Bethlehem concerning the opening of an office by 
the Steel Workers Organizing Committee in Johnstown? 
A. I did not. 

Q. Did you ever discuss the activities of the Steel Work¬ 
ers Organizing Committee with any one of the office at 
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania ? 

Mr. Moore: May we have a little bit more definite the 
question, the activities of the Steel Workers Organizing 
Committee where? 

Mr. Rose: In Johnstown. 

The Witness: I don’t recall any specific instances of 
discussing it. I may have discussed it with some one. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, with whom? A. I don’t know, I 
said I didn’t recall any specific instances. 

Q. Did you have a conversation with a Mr. Adams em- 
ploved bv the Pennsvlvania Railroad in June or July, 1937? 
A. I did! 

Q. When did that conversation take place? 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I wasn’t quite sure, was the 
previous question June or July? 

15789 Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

The Witness: I believe it was on June 18,1937. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Where did it take place? A. In my 
office. 

Q. Will you tell us what you said to Mr. Adams and what 
Mr. Adams said to you? A. Mr. Adams said to me that he 
had just come up from Pittsburgh and that a Mr. Baum 
of the Federal Laboratories had been talking to him and 
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learned that he was coming up to Johnstown and had asked 
him if he would stop in our office and collect for him an 
amount in connection with furnishing of tear gas to the city 
of Johnstown. 

Q. And did you give him any money ? A. I did. 

Q. How much did you give him ? A. $5,300.33. 

Q. Was that in cash? A. It was. 

Q. And what was that payment for? A. I just got 
through telling you. 

Q. Do you mind telling us again? A. It was in payment 
of what he told me was tear gas which was furnished by 
Federal Laboratories to the city of Johnstown, tear gas 
and tear gas equipment, I should say. 

15790 Q. Well, when had the Federal Laboratories fur¬ 
nished tear gas to the city of Johnstown? A. I do 

not know. 

Q. Well, didn’t you inquire from Mr. Adams? A. I did 
not. 

Q. Well, didn’t you inquire from any one? A. I did not. 
Q. You mean you just gave Mr. Adams approximately 
fifty-three hundred dollars in cash because he said the Fed¬ 
eral Laboratories had furnished tear gas to the city of 
Johnstown? A. After having it approved by Mr. Ellicott, 
yes. 

Q. Well, didn’t you ask Mr. Ellicott what it was for? A. 
I did not. 

Q. Well, who is Mr. Adams? A. He is employed by the 
Pennsylvania Railroad. 

Q. What position does he hold? A. I believe he is gen¬ 
eral superintendent of this district. 

Q. Well, were you paying bills for the city of Johnstown 
at that time? A. I told you what I did, I don’t know what 
you would call it. 

Q. Well, did anyone give you authority to pay a bill for 
the city of Johnstown? A. No. 

15791 Q. Well, what were you doing, then, paying a bill 
for the city of Johnstown? A. I told you what I did. 

Mr. Rose: Excuse me just a moment. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Surely. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) I show you Board Exhibit 57-A, B 
and C, and D, and ask you whether these were the bills, or 
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any one of them, th*it you paid the approximate fifty-three 
hundred dollars in cash to Mr. Adams? 

Mr. Moore: I object to that question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He hasn’t said that he paid 
any bills, he said that he paid the Federal Laboratories a 
certain amount of money for tear gas delivered, tear gas 
equipment, to the city of Johnstown and that is the limit 
of his testimony at this point. He hasn’t testified that he 
ever saw any bills, as I understand the testimony. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, did Mr. Adams ever show you 
any bills at that meeting? A. He did not. 

Q. Did any one show you any bills for tear gas purchased 
by the city of Johnstown? 

Mr. Moore: When? 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) At any time? A. They did 

15792 not. 

Mr. Moore: Well, does that mean to include today? 

Mr. Rose: No, prior to today. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is the answer? 

The Witness: Thev did not. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Now, when you went in to get Mr. 
Ellicott’s approval of that payment, or delivery of money 
to Mr. Adams, what was the conversation that you had 
with Mr. Ellicott? A. I told Mr. Ellicott substantially 
what Mr. Adams had told me and Mr. Ellicott signed the 
cash requisition and I got the cash. 

Q. Did Mr. Ellicott ask you any other question about 
it? A. I don’t recall that he did. 

Q. Did Mr. Ellicott tell you that he had authorized the 
city of Johnstown to purchase tear gas at the expense of 
the company? A. He did not. 

15793 Q. Did you ever hear Mr. Ellicott state in words or 
substance the following: 

“I think I have a story there that I should tell at this 
time. I may be off on the dates, a day or two on this job, 
but I have an idea that it was probably on the 11th, fol¬ 
lowing the railroad strike on the previous night and I do 
not know exactly whether I had a conference with the 
Mayor or he called me on the telephone, but at any rate 
the Mayor made inquiries as to -whether we had a stock of 
tear gas. 
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“I told him, ‘No, we did not,’ and he volunteered the 
information then ‘Well, I am just making some surveys 
to see if there is any tear gas located in the immediate 
vicinity. ’ 

“And it was probably the next day, and again I do not 
know whether this is a telephone conversation or a con¬ 
ference, but the night the strike was called w^e did have a 
very large crowd on one of our downtown streets, the 
downtown plant entrances and the Mayor talked to me 
about that. He said everything w^as orderly, there was a 
big crowd, and he said, ‘If a crowd like that would ever 
get started there is just going to be a lot of people killed.’ 
And he said, ‘I certainly think you ought to get tear gas.’ 
I said, ‘Well, Mayor,’ I said, ‘it is just an absolute im¬ 
possibility for two reasons: our men have not been 

15794 trained in the use of tear gas and tear gas in the 
hands of an untrained officer is murder.’ 

“I said furthermore, ‘Our watchmen dare not function 
off the company property.’ In that connection the day 
following the strike, the call of the strike, which was the 
night of the 11th, we had a chief engineer with a cordon of 
men go around to each one of our plant entrances and es¬ 
tablish property lines over which our watchmen would not 
dare to step. I says, ‘Tear gas under those conditions 
would be absolutely useless.’ I said, ‘If there is any tear 
gas to be handled here it has got to be on the basis of the 
City.’ And the Mayor said, ‘I have no appropriations for 
the purchase of tear gas.’ 

“Well, he had given me this story of the possibility of 
bloodshedding. I says, ‘Mr. Mayor, I cannot disagree with 
the possibilities of the thing,’ and when he finally said that 
he has no appropriation to buy tear gas, I says, ‘Well, 
the thing for you to do is to protect yourself, go ahead and 
get the tear gas and let the paying of the gas take care of 
itself.’ ” 

Mr. Moore: Now I don’t know, this is a performance 
that is entirely new to me, Mr. Examiner, I don’t know 
what is sought, I don’t know how any witness, short 

15795 of one wffio has all-seeing powers and an absolutely 
perfect memory can ever answer a question like that. 

He is reading from something. What has been left out, 
how accurately it has been read, no one knows. 


7844 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD* 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, the question is whether 
or not Mr. Evans heard Mr. Ellieott make that statement. 

Mr. Rose: I think counsel for the respondents has done 
the very same thing. 

Mr. Moore: Tell the witness w'hat he is reading from— 
I mean let the witness have it read back to him what has 
been read to see if it is accurate and he can undoubtedly 
then answer the question, but it can’t be done otherwise. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to tell¬ 
ing Mr. Evans what you are reading from, Mr. Rose? 

Mr. Rose: No, I have no objection, he can look at it if 
he w’ants to. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, state, please, what 
you are reading from. 

Mr. Rose: I was reading from the testimony of Mr. 
Ellieott before the Sub-Committee of the Senate Com¬ 
mittee on Education and Labor at a hearing held on March 
11th, 1938, in Washington, D. C. 

Mr. Moore: Well now, there is still the further 
15796 question as to whether it has been accurately read, 
there is no way of knowing whether anything has 
been left out. I don’t see how the witness can answer the 
question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection then, Mr. 
Rose, to taking up Mr. Moore’s suggestion and permitting 
Mr. Evans to look at the document? 

Mr. Rose: No, I have no objection. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I think he should have it read back 
to him, what Mr. Rose has read, so- that he may know 
whether it is accurate. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: In fact, if there is no objection 
on the part of counsel Mr. Evans can listen as it is read 
back and if Mr. Moore cares you might check with the docu¬ 
ment that Mr. Rose read from. 

Mr. Moore: I think it would be more satisfactorv if 

* 

the witness himself did that, he has got to answer the 
question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, now, Mr. Evans, Mr. 
Rose is going to show you this document, this booklet, that 
he was reading from, and as the reporter reads back to you 
you note along here, and if there are any places where it is 
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not accurately read please tell us. Would you start read¬ 
ing back from the beginning, Mr. Mershon, please? 

15797 (The reporter repeated the last question as above 
set forth.) 

Mr. Moore: May I see that, please ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It goes back, Mr. Moore, a 
couple of pages. 

Mr. Moore: Yes. It seems to me, Mr. Examiner, that in 
view of the fact that counsel for the Board undertook to 
have a restatement which was supposed to be comprehen¬ 
sive and cover the story, that the balance of the story should 
be added to what has been read. 

Mr. Rose: I don’t think we have an answer yet. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I think we should have the whole story 
before the answer. Before he answers, let us see that the 
whole story is told. The witness apparently was inter¬ 
rupted, and then finished after the interruption. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: May I see it? 

Mr. Moore: You remember he starts out with a state¬ 
ment, “I have a story to tell.” If he has a story to tell, let 
him tell it. 

Mr. Rose: Well, off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. He may answer. 

The Witness: I heard Mr. Ellicott’s testimony before 
that committee, and I assume that is the testimony. 

15798 Therefore, I heard it. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, you heard Mr. Ellicott so 
testify, did you not? 

Mr. Moore: I think the answer is a complete answer. 
No one can make a better one. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Did you also hear Mr. Ellicott state in 
words or substance the following: 

Mr. Shawe: If it is agreeable, I will read it: 

“The paying of the gas take care of itself. Well, from 
that point on—I have heard the testimony of the Chief, 
Chief Klink here, Chief of Police of Johnstown yesterday, 
and I also read the testimony at the Johnstown Labor Board 
hearing. That is all I know about the ordering of the gas.” 
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Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Did you hear Mr. Ellicott make that 
statement? A. I heard all of Mr. Ellicott’s testimony be¬ 
fore that committee. 

Q. Did you hear him make that specific statement I just 
read? A. If that is the record of the hearing, I heard it 
stated. 

Mr. Moore: Of course, Mr. Examiner, I do not want to 
have any mystery about it. We want to be perfectly frank. 
You know what the practice is, taking down testi- 

15799 mony, sent to the witness and corrected by him. This 
witness cannot say positively that that is correct. He 

said he heard the testimony of Mr. Ellicott before the Board. 
To have him say that that is absolutely correct— 

Mr. Shawe: I think the preface to the question was, did 
you hear Mr. Ellicott say in words or substance. That was 
the reason for putting in the preface to the question. I re¬ 
alize, of course, a word here and there might have been in¬ 
correctly taken down. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Would you say, Mr. Evans, that 
that is substantially, to the best of your recollection, what 
Mr. Ellicott stated l 

The Witness: I would say so. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that what you meant in an¬ 
swer to the previous question? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Did you also hear Mr. Ellicott say, in 
words or substance, the following: 

“No, sir. What I probably told the Mayor was, ‘Go right 
ahead and get what your Chief of Police thinks he should 
have/ I haven’t any idea what tear gas costs. I did not 
know anything about it.” 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment. Is that in response to a 
question? 

15800 Mr. Shawe: Yes, sir. I will be glad to read the 
question. 

Mr. Rose: Mr. Examiner, may I make a suggestion? 

Mr. Moore: It is very simple to present part of the 
story— 

Mr. Rose: I want to make a suggestion off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Shawe: Beginning with my statement, beginning 
with my last question, I believe the question was : 

Did you hear Mr. Ellicott say in words or substance any¬ 
thing? Will you break that question down, please. 

15801 Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Now, I believe you told us that 
you did hear Mr. Ellicott testify before the Senate 

Civil Liberties Committee. Did you hear Senator LaFol- 
lette ask Mr. Ellicott the following question— 

Mr. Moore: One moment, please. Fix the time. At that 
time. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) At that time, March 11,1938. 

“Senator LaFollette: Did you get any impression as to 
how much he might buy? 

“Mr. Ellicott: No, sir. What I probably told the Mayor 
was, ‘Go right ahead and get what your Chief of Police 
thinks he should have. I haven’t any idea what tear gas 
costs. I did not know anything about it.’ ” 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment. Shouldn’t the question be, 
did you hear Mr. Ellicott say in words or substance, in reply 
to some such question? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which is, in substance, the fol¬ 
lowing, so that it will take care of both Senator LaFollette 
and Mr. Ellicott. 

Q., (By Mr. Shawe) Did you hear Mr. Ellicott say, in 
words or substance what I have just read to you in reply 
to a question which Senator LaFollette asked Mr. Ellicott 
when he was on the stand ? A. I believe that statement was 
substantially made at the hearing. 

15802 Q. Did you hear Mr. Ellicott say, in words or sub¬ 
stance, in answer to a question asked him by Senator 

Thomas : 

“Senator Thomas: You surely left with him then with 
the impression that he was to get what he wanted and that 
you would foot the bill—” strike that out. 

“You surely left with him then with the impression that 
he was to get what he wanted and that you would foot the 
bill?” 

“Mr. Ellicott: I guess that is what you would conclude, 
ves. 

“Now the rest of that story, I never knew what was pur¬ 
chased until it came out in the Labor Board testimony, and 
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I may or may not have known what the bill for the gas 
totalled, but when we were called, or subpoenaed to bring 
down these books, there is an item there that was unex¬ 
plained, and I think that statement has been turned over, 
has been given to your secretary, and I told him what that 
item of $5,300. and some cents totalled.” 

A. I assume that that is substantially correct, as stated 
in the record. 

15803 Q. Did you hear that statement? A. I heard all of 
Mr. Ellicott’s testimony. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There will be a short recess. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were resumed as follows:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Rose. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Is it agreeable that Mr. Shawe read? 
Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Now, Mr. Evans, did you hear Mr. 
Ellicott testify before the Sub-Committee of the Committee 
on Education and Labor of the United States Senate on 
March 11, 1938, in words or substance to a question asked 
of him by Senator LaFollette: 

“Senator LaFollette: The next record is on July 22, 

1937, when you withdrew with Mr. Ellicott’s approval 
$4,372. How did you learn about the need for that money, 
Mr. Evans?” 

And you answered: “Mr. Ellicott asked me to get it.” 
Senator LaFollette then asked the following question of 
Mr. Ellicott— 

Mr. Moore: What is this all about, Mr. Examiner? I 
don ’t know. 

Mr. Shawe: Strike that last question. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t see, with the witness on the 

15804 stand, what is the object of putting in his testimony 
under some other circumstances? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That has been stricken. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Evans, did you hear Mr. Elli¬ 
cott say, in words or substance, before the Sub-Committee 
of the Committee on Education and Labor, on March 11, 

1938, the following— 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I hate to break in, but it 
seems to me that this merely an attempt to put in testi- 
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mony given before an investigating committee of the 
United States Senate, or a Sub-Committee of an investi¬ 
gating committee, at which the witness here or the witness 
who was testifying did not have any right to appear by 
counsel, with no opportunity to object to questions. Ques¬ 
tions were asked that are clearly incompetent and improper, 
and I don’t think that I ought to be bound here by any 
statements made elsewhere, and I think it is very improper 
to undertake to put in testimony given in some other case, 
or on some other occasion, until it is shown that the Board 
does not have full opportunity to examine the particular 
witness with reference to the same subject. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Of course, Mr. Moore, this came 
up this morning for the first time, and Mr. Rose’s original 
question did not say anything about the Sub-Com- 

15805 mittee or the testimony at all. 

He simply asked Mr. Evans whether Mr. Evans 
heard Mr. Ellicott make the following statement. 

Mr. Moore: That is true, but— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And I think it was more or 
less at your request that the information as to the Senate 
Committee hearings got into the record, when you sug¬ 
gested that Mr. Evans be asked where the statement was 
supposed to have been made, and what document Mr. Rose 
was reading from. 

This goes into the record purely as a statement here by 
Mr. Evans as having been made by Mr. Ellicott. Of course, 
it does not go in as part of the proceedings in another hear¬ 
ing. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I do not get, then, what the probative 
force is of it. I did not object to the first question on the 
ground that I first stated because it was perfectly apparent 
that it was a statement made by Mr. Ellicott, and he was 
telling the story—that is, he was explaining something that 
he apparently, under the circumstances, thought he should 
explain; but I don’t know what this statement is or what 
brings it about. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Of course, the previous state¬ 
ment had to do with the matter that Mr. Evans had just 
finished testifying about, that is, the payment of cer- 

15806 tain money to Mr. Adams, and then the other testi- 
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inony, that statement attributed to Mr. Ellicott would, of 
course, be relevant. 

Mr. Moore: What, then, is the pertinency of asking one 
witness whether he heard a statement made by another? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ellicott is not a witness 
here. 

Mr. Moore: If Mr. Evans made any statement here con¬ 
trary to any statement he made anywhere else, but this 
statement, this first statement is a statement purported to 
have been made by Mr. Ellicott, and I do not see the perti¬ 
nency of questioning this witness about it. 

15807 Trial Examiner Bloom: I see no reason why you 
cannot ask a witness a question as to whether he 

heard someone else say something. I do not think it is 
particularly material whether that statement was made in 
a court-room or in a private conversation. The only dif¬ 
ference is that in a court-room or in judicial proceedings, 
the statement is made under oath, and I dare say a certain 
amount of value might be placed on a statement made under 
oath that might not be attributed if made in a conversation, 
more or less loose between individuals; but the theory of 
the thing, I do not see the objection you have, that is, to the 
theory of asking a witness along the lines of Mr. Rose’s 
first question. He asked if he heard Mr. Ellicott make the 
statement. 

Mr. Moore: But it is hearsay. I do not see that it may 
be relevant. If the purpose could be used to break him 
down while he is on the witness stand—but it is hearsay 
and it seems to me entirely improper. Call anybody else 
in the court-room sitting there and ask if they heard th* 
statements made. What of it? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The pertinency of the statement 
is that it comes from Mr. Ellicott. I don’t think you can 
call it hearsay if the general manager of the Cambria Plant 
made a particular statement. 

15808 Mr. Moore: Why isn’t it hearsay? It does not 
come in through the witness himself. Someone says 

that he said it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It is a question whether he said 
it. You and I apparently disagree on what hearsay evi¬ 
dence is. I would not say a statement attributed to Mr. 
Ellicott is hearsay evidence in this proceeding. In these 
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proceedings any matters having to do with the issues are 
relevant. If Mr. Ellicott were here you would, I assume, 
take the position that it is proper to ask Mr. Ellicott 
whether he made that statement. 

Mr. Moore: It seems to me that it is not proper at all. 
You can ask Mr. Ellicott about the same matter, but I do 
not think he wants to go outside and ask him if he testified 
somewhere else about a particular thing. Ask him right 
here and make it part of the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Assume that Mr. Ellicott would 
say here, before us, that he knew nothing about such mat¬ 
ters. Wouldn’t it be proper to show such witness such 
statements ? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, after he had testified. You could say 
didn’t he say such and such a thing before the LaFollette 
Committee. 

15809 Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ellicott is not here. 
Mr. Evans is here. Mr. Evans is being asked a ques¬ 
tion bearing on the issue. It seems that Mr. Evans is com¬ 
petent to tell what he heard from such men who made the 
statement. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I do not see what the purpose is. Is 
the purpose to prove here that the statements made by Mr. 
Ellicott are facts, or merely that he made the statement? 
Take it in the case— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The question was, did you hear 
Mr. Ellicott make the following statement? 

Mr. Moore: But isn’t it true that even in a case where 
you ask a witness whether he made such a statement, at 
some other time, that that other statement is not put in as 
proof? It is merely to impeach his credibility. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am not so sure. Assume a 
man on the stand gives testimony about a certain matter. 
He testifies to one set of facts and the testimony is then 
probative showing on a previous occasion he made contra¬ 
dictory statements. Do you mean that the person making 
findings of fact could not use one of the two statements as 
a finding of fact? 

Mr. Moore: I certainly do. He can disregard both, but 
he cannot use the second statement as being evidence. 

15810 Trial Examiner Bloom: I am not so sure. 
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Mr. Moore: 1 did not suppose there was any doubt 
about that rule of evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I will be very glad to see 
some authorities on the subject. It is not here before us 
right now, but I would like to see some authorities if you 
have some readily available. 

Mr. Moore: I will be glad to telephone my office in New 
York and get them together, but I think any good com¬ 
pendium on evidence will point that out. It is a universal 
rule. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Since we are off on a side 
track, and this is interesting, assuming a man were tried 
for murder, and on the stand denied he ever saw the de¬ 
ceased, and let us assume that some one were brought in 
to testify that on a previous occasion the defendant stated 
he saw the man and saw him with a gun; then, after having 
been confronted with the testimony of the person brought 
in to impeach his testimony, the defendant admits he made 
the prior statement attributed to him. Wouldn’t a jury, 
under those circumstances, be entitled, if it saw fit, to make 
a finding on the basis of the admission made by the defen¬ 
dant, of fact? 

Mr. Moore: I would not want to say that that in itself 
would warrant the finding, but I do say that that 
15S11 evidence is admissible, and should be taken into con¬ 
sideration by the jury, because it is an admission 
against interest by a party, that is, by the accused, in the 
ease you put. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Let us assume the witness still 
persists in his denial. I assume the one who heard him tes¬ 
tify makes the statement and the accused still insists he is 
correct. 

Mr. Moore: Certainly, that is an admission by the party. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, there is an admission, but 
bo has not admitted it. It is purely a question of evidence. 

Mr. Moore: But it is an admission outside the 
15812 court, testified to by some other witness. In other 
words, as to his opinion as an admission against in¬ 
terest. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: In the same way, the testimony 
of Mr. Ellicott, the General Manager of the plant here on 
a matter which is in issue before the Board, is statements 
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made, whether they are in a judicial proceeding, made to 
anyone, it seems to me, have a definite bearing on the issue. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t see what issue there is here. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I mean, on the evidence. 

Mr. Moore: There is no doubt in this case as to whether 
Mr. Ellicott did or did not do something. The question is 
to put in evidence and then from that evidence decide 
whether or not Bethlehem Steel Company has been guilty 
of an unfair labor practice. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is correct, and this testi¬ 
mony has some bearing on that part of the Plan having to 
do with the so-called back-to-work movement, and it seems 
to me statements by Mr. Ellicott or attributed by witnesses 
to Mr. Ellicott—who was and is general manager of the 
plant—are relevant. 

Mr. Moore: Do you mean by that that Mr. Ellicott is 
the party— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He is not the party. In 

15813 the same way I permitted statements made by fore¬ 
men to go in, I certainly would not be discriminat¬ 
ing against Mr. Ellicott when I have admitted statements 
made by foremen. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Ellicott was in Washington under sub¬ 
poena by the LaFollette Committee, but certainly was not 
transacting business for the company at that time. Any 
statement he made, it seems to me, is not an admission such 
as that to which I referred. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am not saying it is an admis¬ 
sion. It is a statement made by Mr. Ellicott who, in June, 
1937, was, according to the record, the general manager of 
the Cambria Plant, and who still is, as I am informed by 
the record, the general manager of the Cambria Plant. It 
seems to me that statements made by the general manager 
are relevant irrespective of whether or not they are made 
in judicial proceedings, or made in a conversation with 
someone. 

15814 Mr. Moore: Do you mean to say that there is no 
limitation that requires that admissions of that sort, 

to be admissible in evidence, must not be made while the 
party is transacting the business for the company? Take 
an official off anywhere on a holiday. Can an admission 
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he makes be binding on the company when he is not on 
business for the company? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I would think if the general 
manager of the plant, or Mr. Grace or Mr. Schwab or some¬ 
one should take a boat ride and, even just in a conversation 
make a statement to someone having to do with matters 
before the Board, that that testimony would be competent 
because, obviously, a man in that position who makes a 
statement about these matters made, even while on vaca¬ 
tion, is still expressing opinions which probably would have 
some bearing on the issues, even though he might not be 
working at the time. 

Mr. Moore: But it is not acting for the company, he is 
not acting for the company at that particular time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t know whether he was 
or not. I don’t know how he was subpoenaed. 

Mr. Moore: He was subpoenaed as an individual, not as 
a representative of the company, and as a witness. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I beg vour pardon ? 

15815 Mr. Moore: He was subpoenaed as an individual, 
not as a representative of the company. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You mean, he was not subpoe¬ 
naed as C. R. Ellicott, individually and as general manager? 

Mr. Moore: I think not. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is the form in which the 
Board subpoenas. 

Mr. Moore: I will be glad to look at the subpoena. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think that would make 
any substantial difference to the admissibility of the state¬ 
ment. 

Mr. Moore: I will be glad to show you some authorities 
if you care to see them. It is a universal rule, because 
otherwise there is no safety for any corporation. If a man 
wants to go about making statements while he is not on 
company business, you can get a corporation in trouble in 
no time at all. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The corporation should put a 
big sign up that when employees, general managers, leave 
the plant they should not talk. 

Mr. Moore: That is true. I agree, and there is a big 
sign, but that is not effective. At the LaFollette commit¬ 
tee he was there with a possible penalty of contempt if he 
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did not answer questions. He had no choice. Cer- 
15S16 tainly that is not an admission made in the course 
of business of the company. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Even if he was testifying under 
those conditions, there is no question that what he said 
was correct or represented the fact. Mr. Ellicott made the 
statement, he may not have wanted to go there and make 
the statement, but the fact is he went there and made the 
statement. I do not see how it makes the situation any 
different, the fact that he was subpoenaed. Having been 
subpoenaed he went there and told certain things that bear 
on the issues before us now. I think those statements, if 
heard by Mr. Evans, are competent in these proceedings. 

Mr. Moore: It does not make it any the less hearsay, 
and it seems to me it is a most indirect way of trying to 
get something into the record which could be put in in a di¬ 
rect way. Mr. Ellicott, in the first place, was open to sub¬ 
poena by the Board at the time it was putting in its case. 
The fact that it did not wish to call Mr. Ellicott, or did not 
know anything about the particular thing until the LaFol- 
lette Committee had gotten it out and made it possible, does 
not seem to me to change the rule at all. To my mind, all of 
these things are found in the rules of evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I still take the position, 
15817 Mr. Moore, and rule accordingly that statements 
made by Mr. Ellicott, general manager of the Cam¬ 
bria Plant, having to do with the issues before this Board, 
if heard by the present witness on the stand, are admissible 
in evidence here. 

Mr. Moore: Do you mean by that that you can in a court, 
call in a number of witnesses to prove hearsay evidence, 
and that the hearsay evidence thus is proven and could be 
put in ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: A statement made by Mr. Elli¬ 
cott is not, in my mind, hearsay evidence. 

Mr. Moore: When put in by this witness? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I do not think that is hearsay 
evidence. I may be all wrong. 

Mr. Shawe: If I may proceed, I would like to ask the 
question. I had a preface to a question I would like to 
strike. 
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15818 Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Evans, did you ever hear 
Mr. Ellicott say in words or substance, the following: 

“I think I can give you the story on that, Mr. Senator. 
On this particular day, 1 think it was July 23rd, I was in 
the Mayor’s office. I haven’t any idea what we were talk¬ 
ing about; at any rate, during the course of the conversa¬ 
tion, just as I was about to leave, the Mayor went to the 
drawer in his desk and he says, ‘Here is the file of bills 
that I have that must be paid. ’ 

“I did not question about it, I never did and never in¬ 
tended to. I said, ‘Well, I think the thing to do there is 
to call Mr. Martin and see if he has funds available,’ and 
I left the office at that time.”— 

The Witness: I heard him— 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment. I make the same objection 
to the question, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: I heard about four hours of testimony of 
Mr. Ellicott and Mr. Martin and Mr. Connor, and if that 
is the record in the case, I presume I heard it. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) My question was, Mr. Evans, did 
you hear Mr. Ellicott say what I just read to you in words 
or substance? A. I heard so much that I do not 

15819 recall that particular statement. 

Mr. Moore: I think the witness testified he was 
present and heard Mr. Ellicott’s testimony before the La- 
Follette Committee. Now, I say again, to say that this is 
accurate, no one can do it. If it is accurate then he heard 
it. If it is not accurate he did not hear what was read. 
I don’t know’ how he can answ r er questions better than 
he has. 

Mr. Rose: The question was whether he heard in words 
or substance. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The witness said he does not 
recall. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well now, Mr. Evans, on July 22, 
1937, do you recall w’hether or not you withdrew any moneys 
from the company funds at the request of Mr. Ellicott? A. 
I did. 

Q. What was the amount that you withdrew? A. $4,372 
odd. 
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Q. And what did you do with that money? A. Gave it to 
Mr. Ellicott. 

Q. When did you give it to Mr. Ellicott? A. On July 
22nd. 

Q. Did you have a conversation with Mr. Ellicott before 
you withdrew the money l A. He asked me to- get the money 
for him. 

15820 Q. Did he say anything else? A. No, he did not. 
Q. Did you ask him what the money was for? A. 

I did not. 

Q. Did you ever hear what Mr. Ellicott did with that 
money? A. I have heard, since these various proceedings 
have started, including Washington. 

Q. Well, what did you hear? What did you hear that 
Mr. Ellicott did with the money? A. I heard him testify 
that he gave it to the Mayor, to the Mayor’s office. 

Q. Did you hear him testify that he delivered that amount 
of money, personally, to Mayor Shields? A. I heard him 
testify to that effect, yes. 

Q. You heard Mr. Ellicott so testify on March 11th, 
1938 before the Sub-Committee of the Senate Committee on 
Education and Labor; is that correct? A. I did. 

Q. Is that correct? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He said “I did.” 

The Witness: I said I did. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) And Mr. Ellicott at that time was 
under oath, was he not? A. I believe he was. I know I 
was. 

15821 Mr. Moore: What is that you say? 

(The last answer was read by the reporter.) 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Prior to March 11th, 1938 when you 
heard Mr. Ellicott testify, did you ever have any conversa¬ 
tions with Mr. Ellicott at which this sum of $4,372 was dis¬ 
cussed? A. I believe it may have been discussed a few days 
before he testified, at the time the records were gotten to¬ 
gether, for answering the subpoena at Washington. 

Q. Did you hear about it prior to that time? I mean, sub¬ 
sequent to the time he asked you to withdraw the money? 
A. No, I do not recollect that I did. 

Q. That $4,372 was withdrawn in cash, was it not? A. 
That is correct. 
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Q. And the testimony you heard by Mr. Ellicott was that 
he delivered that cash to Mayor Shields; is that correct? 

Mr. Moore: Hasn’t that been already asked? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He has already answered that. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Now, Mr. Evans, you testified con¬ 
cerning certain contributions to the Johnstown Citizens’ 
Company made by the company— 

Mr. Moore: Johnstown Citizens’ what? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

15822 Mr. Rose: I mean, committee. I withdraw The 
question. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You testified to certain contributions 
made by the company to the Johnstown Citizens’ Commit¬ 
tee. Were all those made in cash? A. They were. 

Q. How were they entered? 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment. What does he mean, the 
payments or contributions? There were payments on ac¬ 
count of contributions. I suppose the question is intended 
to mean were the payments made in cash. 

Mr. Rose: That is right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I assumed so. 

Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that correct? 

The Witness: Yes. The payments, of course. 

Q. (By Air. Rose) Were those payments entered on the 
books of the Cambria Plant? A. They were. 

Q. Was the withdrawal of $5,303.33 in cash which you de¬ 
livered to Mr. Adams entered on the books of the Cambria 
Plant? A. I did not deliver that amount to Mr. Adams. 

Q. How much did you deliver to Mr. Adams? A. 
$5,300.33. 

15823 Q. Well, was that delivery of money entered on the 
books of the Cambria Plant ? A. It was. 

Q. And was the $4,372. drawn by you at the request of 
Mr. Ellicott on July 22nd, 1937, entered on the books of the 
Cambria Plant? A. It was. 

Q. Now, can you tell us, Mr. Evans, what entries on the 
books of the Cambria Plant were made with respect to each 
of the items I have mentioned? In other words, how were 
they put on the books? 
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Mr. Moore: Just a moment, Mr. Examiner. I think we 
should know what the purpose is of asking a question of 
that sort. I do not see that it has any pertinency to any 
issue in this case. 

Mr. Rose: I think it is pertinent, Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. Moore: In what respect? 

Mr. Rose: 1 think v;e are entitled to know how it was 
carried on the books of the Cambria Plant. 

Mr. Moore: What difference does it make? 

Mr. Rose: It may have some probative value. 

Mr. Moore: Is there any charge here of any— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: I am not the accountant— 

15824 The Witness: I am not the accountant nor the 
bookkeeper, but I have seen entries of these amounts 

on the cash book of the cashier of the Cambria Plant. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, how were the payments to the 
Citizens’ Committee carried on the books? A. I thought I 
just answered that question. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t understand what the question means, 
“How was it carried on the books of the company”? 

Mr. Rose: I withdraw the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose^ How were the payments to the 
Citizens’ Committee entered on the books? A. I did not 
see them entered. 

Q. Well, what is the entry? A. I can’t tell how they were 
entered, what do you mean? 

Q. How was the entry— A. Entry? 

Q. Yes. A. If it was $10,000, it was an entry of $10,000, 
of course, I don’t understand what you are driving at. If 
you will give me a little clearer question I will try to answer 
your question. 

Q. What I wanted to know, Mr. Evans, just how these 
items which I have mentioned were entered on the books 
and I don’t mean the mechanics of writing them down on 
the books, 1 mean the forms or form in which they 

15825 appeared on the books of the plant. 

Mr. Moore: I don't think I understand, I think I 
have some idea about bookkeeping, but he has testified that 
this was an entry on the cash book and that each amount 
was entered in the cash book. Now, it must be that cash was 



7860 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 


paid out, otherwise it wouldn’t have gotten into the cash 
book. He has covered that fully. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: "Well, was an entry made in the 
cash book, Mr. Evans ? 

The Witness: Yes, I thought I said that I saw a copy of 
the cash book sheet on which entries were made of the 
amounts of cash that were withdrawn for the payments to 
which you have referred. 

Further than that i do not know, because I am not the ac¬ 
countant for the plant nor am I the bookkeeper or have any¬ 
thing to do with the accounts of the plant. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, when you withdrew these 
moneys, as I understand it, some kind of a withdrawal slip 
is made out, is that correct? A. That’s correct. 

Q. Well, is there any entry made on the withdrawal slip 
as to what the money is for ? A. Not necessarily, you mean 
by me? 

Q. Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, we don’t have to 
15826 know the general practice, let’s take the specific item, 
take any one of them, take the first one, ten thou¬ 
sand dollars. As I recall it, Mr. Evans, you said that there 
was a withdrawal slip made out by you and you had it 
okayed by Mr. Ellicott. 

The Witness: That’s correct, there was nothing entered 
on the withdrawal slip to indicate what the money was for. 
The cashier honors the signature of myself and the general 
manager without raising any question as to what it is to be 
used for. 

Mr. Moore: 1 think that that answer clears up one thing. 
I wanted to show that it wasn’t the question of an okay, he 
has testified that Mr. Evans signed the slip as well— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ellicott, you mean? 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Ellicott signed the slip as well as Mr. 
Evans, so it was not an okay but a signature. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That’s correct, as I understand, 
on direct examination, Mr. Moore, you asked him whether 
he and Mr. Ellicott approved— 

Mr. Moore: That was approved by his signature, yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: In other words, it was not a 
mere okay. 

Mr. Moore: That’s right. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: But as I understand the present 
testimony, both Ur. Evans and Mr. Ellicott had to 

15827 sign the withdrawal slip. 

Mr. Moore: That’s right, it was in the nature of 
what I would call a joint requisition, as I understand it. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) And the requisitions for all the pay¬ 
ments to the Citizens’ Committee, all of them were as you 
have described, that is they didn’t state the purpose? A. 
That’s correct. 

Q. And was that aiso true as to the requisitions for the 
$4,372— A. That’s right. 

Q. —mentioned? A. Yes. 

Q. Was that also true with reference to the requisition 
for that $5,300.33? A. That’s right. 

Q. Delivered to Mr. Adams? A. That’s correct. 

Q. Well, then, how would the bookkeeper or accountant, 
whatever you have, know how to make the entries on the 
books, if the requisition didn’t state the purpose of the 
withdrawal? A. I can’t answer that question, I am not the 
bookkeeper. 

Q. Well, how were those withdrawals entered on 

15828 the books? A. I don’t know what you mean, Mr. 
Rose, by how they were entered. 

Q. Well, were they entered under an item of manufactur¬ 
ing costs, or how? A. They were entered under an item of 
manufacturing costs, yes. 

Q. Were all of them entered as manufacturing costs? A. 
That’s correct. 

Mr. Moore: Well, now, what do you mean by that, if 
you are taking an intermediate entry, book entry, or are 
you talking about the ultimate book entry? 

Mr. Rose: Well, I think the situation could be made 
clearer if we could have, either a copy or the entry in the 
books. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I think you can ask the questions that 
will elicit the answers. 

Mr. Rose: I have never seen the books of the plant, Mr. 
Moore, and I don’t know what the bookkeeping system is. 
Will you bring in a copy of the entries so that we can clear 
up the situation, if there is anything to clear up? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know of anything to clear up, I don’t 
think that the books of accounts of the company are dif- 
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ferent, far different, from the books of any other company 
except that the nature of the entries may be, but the 

15829 method of keeping the books is undoubtedly the same. 

Mr. Rose: I am interested in the nature of the en¬ 
tries, Mr. Moore, and I will ask you whether you will bring 
in those entries ? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t see any pertinency to it, I don’t see 
any purpose in doing it. 

Mr. Rose: Well, will you bring them in for the purposes 
of examination, so that, as you say, if there is any doubt 
as to what the entries were, we can clear it up? 

Mr. Moore: Well, there isn't any doubt as to what the 
entries are. 

Mr. Rose: Well, you seemed to indicate that there was. 

Mr. Moore: I have not indicated any doubt. 

Mr. Rose: Will you produce the entries, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: I have tried to prevent you from making 
a mystery out of something that is perfectly simple. 

Mr. Rose: I am not making any mystery out of it. Will 
you produce the entries ? 

Mr. Moore: No, I don’t see any reason for producing en¬ 
tries, I don’t see any pertinency whatsoever to producing 
the entries. The witness can tell you all the facts without 
lumbering up the record with a whole lot of book accounts 
and it would mean a disclosure of matters which are not at 
all pertinent to this inquiry. 

15830 Anyway, even if the entries were pertinent— 

Mr. Rose: If we saw that the entries we could at 

least be in a position to argue that, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore: Well, you have the La Follette testimony 
before you, the whole thing was fully disclosed in that hear¬ 
ing. 

Mr. Rose: Well, you have objected. 

Mr. Moore: You can read that testimony and ask the 
witness questions based upon it and he can answer. 

Mr. Rose: You have objected to the use of that testi¬ 
mony. 

Mr. Moore: I haven’t objected to the use of the testi¬ 
mony. You may read it all you like and as many times 
as you like. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore didn’t object to 
that— 
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Mr. Moore: All I am objecting to is that you put that in 
as evidence, you elicit your evidence through your wit¬ 
nesses— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Two o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 1:00 o’clock p. m., a recess was taken until 
2:00 o’clock p. m.) 


15835 After Recess 

(Whereupon, the hearing was resumed pursuant to re¬ 
cess at two o’clock p. in.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come 
to order. 

Mr. Rose? 

Sidney D. Evans resumed the stand as a witness by and 
on behalf of the Respondents, and having been previously 
sworn, testified further as follows: 

Cross-Examination (Continued) 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You recall, do you not, Mr. Evans, 
that you testified before the Senate Sub-Committee of the 
Senate Committee on Education and Labor on March 11, 
1938? A. I did. 

Q. Do you recall that at that time that you testified you 
were shown copies of the entries in the books of the plant 
of the payments you have mentioned? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t think that is quite right, he can’t 
recall something that didn’t happen. I object to the form 
of the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will sustain the objection to 
the form of that question. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Do you recall that when you 

15836 testified at the hearing you mentioned that you were 
shown copies of certain pages of the cash distribu¬ 
tion book in the Cambria Plant for June and July, pertain¬ 
ing to an account numbered B-5900. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I object to this, Mr. Examiner, may 
I know the page to which you are referring? I don’t want 
to rely entirely upon my own memory, but, as I said before, 
Mr. Examiner, a man can’t recall something that he doesn’t 
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know. It would be easy enough to ask a question that is 
clearly admissible. Wha! page are you referring to, 
please ? 

Mr. Rose: You mean page of the La Follette Committee 
testimony? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, obviously. 

Mr. Rose: Page of the La Follette Committee testi¬ 
mony? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Mr. Rose: I think it is page 12,468. 

Mr. Moore: Now, where do you see anything there that 
indicates that there was anything submitted to the witness? 

Mr. Rose: No, I thought you were referring to the de¬ 
scription of what had been supplied to- the La Follette 
Committee. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I understood the question, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, to be, “Do you recall that certain pages of 
15837 books were submitted to you at that time.’ 7 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That’s right, that was 
the question. 

Mr. Moore: I say that if it was I would like to know 
because I don’t want to rely on my own memory. 

Mr. Rose: I can ask the witness whether he recalls that. 

Mr. Moore: That question is clearly objectionable. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I assume that the purpose 
of this is possible impeachment of previous testimony. 
Now, if that is so, there is a way of going about it, but I 
don’t think this is the way to do it. I will sustain the 
objection. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t understand your statement, Mr. 
Examiner, about impeaching the witness. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, I say the only possible 
purpose for asking that question of Mr. Evans would be a 
possible, I didn’t say impeachment, I said a possible im¬ 
peachment. I am not saying that this would impeach or 
would not, but the only purpose for which a question of 
that kind could be asked would be possible impeachment, 
but I say this isn’t the right way to go about it. 

Mr. Rose: T don’t think that is necessarily so, either, 
Mr. Examiner. 
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15838 Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t know what you 
have in mind, but I sustained the objection to that 

question. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) When you testified before the La 
Follette Committee, do you recall whether or not you 
were shown what you were told were copies of certain 
pages of the cash distribution book of the Cambria Plant? 

Mr. Moore: The same objection, Mr. Examiner, you 
can’t recall something that you don’t know. It is easy 
enough to find out whether something was submitted to 
him or not, ask the direct question, not the ‘ 4 recall” ques¬ 
tion. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not ask him and get this 
over with? 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Mr. Evans, when you testified before 
the La Follette Committee, were you shown any papers 
that you were told were copies of books of the Cambria 
Plant, pages of books of the Cambria Plant? A. I was not. 

Q. Did you ever see any copies of certain pages of cash 
distribution books of the Cambria Plant for the period 
June and July, 1937 ? 

Mr. Moore: I object to that question, I don’t think that 
there is any object in asking whether he saw a copy as 
distinguished from the original, I think the witness 

15839 can testify if he saw the original books. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, ask him if he saw 
the original, ask him. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Have you ever seen the cash distri¬ 
bution book of the Cambria Plant? 

Mr. Moore: I object to that, again a third time the 
question is answered. He testified this morning that he 
saw the original cash sheets, I think he said both June and 
July. 

Mr. Rose: I don’t recall. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t know if the word “cash 
distribution”— 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know what cash distribution means. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t, maybe there is no such 
thing. Is there such a thing as a cash distribution book, 
Mr. Evans? 

The Witness: No, there is a cash book. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rose) Did you see the entries in the cash 
book for the months of June and July, 1937? A. I testi¬ 
fied this morning that I had seen the cash book and had seen 
the entries to which I had already testified to which, or 
which, represented payments made to the Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee. 

15840 Q. You testified this morning, I believe, that the 
payments you have testified about were entered as 

manufacturing costs, is that correct? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t think he said so; “were entered as 
manufacturing costs”. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, let’s ask him now. Iam 
not sure, I know he used that expression, I am not sure— 

The Witness: If I recall correctly, I said that the items 
were charged against manufacturing costs. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) On what book were they charged as 
manufacturing costs? A. On the cash book. 

Q. And did that item of manufacturing costs include in 
addition to the payments of the Citizens’ Committee the 
$4,372. that vou have mentioned in the cash pavment of 
$5,300.33? 

Mr. Moore: May I have the question, please? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: Those items were handled in a similar 
manner charged to manufacturing costs. 

15841 Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, was there an entry made 
on the books that the payments to the Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee were payments to the Citizens’ Committee? A. 
What books are you referring to? 

Q. Either the cash—any of the books? A. I testified 
that I had seen the cash book, I didn’t testify I had seen 
any other books. 

Q. Well, take the cash book. A. The cash book did not 
have such an entry. 

Q. Well, did the cash book have an entry that the $4,372. 
you have mentioned was a payment or a delivery of money 
to Mayor Shields? A. It did not. 

Q. Did the cash book have an entry that the $5,300.33 
you have mentioned was a payment to the Federal Labora- 
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tories for tear gas for the city of Johnstown? A. It did not. 

Q. Were the entries in the cash book posted in another 
book? A. I do not know. 

Q. Could any one from the cash book itself just by read¬ 
ing the cash book tell what the payments were made 

15842 for? A. I don’t know. I have testified what was 
entered in the cash book, I don’t see that I could say 

what any one could tell from them. 

Q. You testified, I believe, that you received receipts for 
the first two payments to the Citizens’ Committee, is that 
correct? A. I received receipts for the first two payments 
from the Citizens’ Committee. 

Mr. Rose: Would you read that, please? 

(The reporter repeated the last answer as above set 
forth.) 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You did not receive any receipts for 
the other two payments, is that correct? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you ask for any receipts for the other payments? 
A. I did not. 

Q. You know, do you not, Mr. Evans, that the Plan was 
amended in 1937? A. Yes, I know the Plan was amended 
in 1937. 

Mr. Rose: I wanted to refer to the Plan, Mr. Examiner, 
can I do so, and the amendments, by referring to the— 
Trial Examiner Bloom: That is Respondents’ Exhibit 
177. 

15843 Mr. Rose: Is this it? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) I show you Respondents’ Exhibit 177 
and direct your attention to Article 7, paragraph 7— 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment, what is the document that 
is Respondents’ Exhibit 177? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The Plan set forth in the in¬ 
tervening petition. You will recall when the Plan was 
offered we decided not to put it physically in the record 
because it was already in. 

Mr. Moore: Then he is showing merely the Plan and 
not the other documents, that is all I wanted to know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, I assumed as much. 

Mr. Rose: Would you read what you have? 
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(The reporter repeated the pending question, as follows: 
“Question: I show you Respondents’ Exhibit 177, and 
direct your attention to Article 7, paragraph 7—”) 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) —and ask you whether that is one 
of the amendments to the Plan that became effective in 1937. 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was passed 
to the witness.) 

Mr. Moore: Just let me have the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 

15844 (The reporter repeated the last question as above 
set forth.) 

Mr. Moore: Well, the question isn’t very clear, what 
“that” is. 

Mr. Rose: Of course, I am referring to the amendment 
that became effective in 1937. 

Mr. Moore: Well, you refer to the typewritten paster? 
Mr. Rose: That’s right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Appearing on page—what page 
is that, Mr. Evans? 

The Witness: 14. 

Trial Examiner Bloom:. Page 14 of Respondents’ Ex¬ 
hibit 177. 

The Witness: That is one of the amendments that were 
made at that time. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) And I direct your attention to Article 
7, paragraph 11, which is a typewritten paster on page 15 
of Respondents’ Exhibit 177, and ask you whether that is 
another amendment that became effective in 1937. A. 
That is. 

Q. Who wrote the language of those amendments, Mr. 
Evans? A. My recollection is that the Committee on Rules 
requested me to assist them in drawing up these amend¬ 
ments which were being made pursuant to a written re¬ 
quest for information coming from the chairman of 

15845 the General Body to me, asking for information as 
to the effect of the J. & L. Supreme Court decision 

on the Plan, and after having given the chairman a reply 
to that request indicating that I had taken the matter up 
with counsel and had gotten an opinion as to what effect 
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the decision did have on the Plan, I also, some time later, 
asked counsel as to what particular wording would meet 
the situation in so far as the decision was concerned and 
with the Rules Committee these amendments were drawn 
up. 

Q. Well, who wrote the language of the amendments? 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I think the question is con¬ 
fusing, it all depends on what the amendment is. If coun¬ 
sel for the Board will examine the part that is pasted over 
there on the fourteenth page, take that one, and drawing 
on memory, I think that you will find that the amendment, 
which I call the amendment, consists only of two words. 

Now, is it the entire language of that paster that he is 
referring to, which was in the Plan, perhaps adopted back 
in 1923; is that a part of the amendment and is the witness 
being asked to testify as to who wrote that language, or is 
he being asked to testify as to who wrote the change or who 
made the change in the language as it existed in 1937 before 
the amendment, so as to make the paragraph what 

15846 it is now? 

If we can have pointed out to the witness what 
the change was, perhaps he can answer the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose we take Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 8 and show that also to Mr. Evans. 

Mr. Moore: My point is, you see, it isn’t fair to talk 
about something that is an amendment, when the amend¬ 
ment onlv consists of a few words. 

Trial Examiner Bloom*. No, I think you have a very 
good point there, Mr. Moore, and I wouldn’t want to say 
offhand, and I think I have studied these plans rather 
closely, just what the amendment is. 

Mr. Moore: I am drawing on my memory, and my mem¬ 
ory is that there were only a few words changed. 

15847 Mr. Rose: I originally was referring to the writ¬ 
ing of the language that is on the paster there. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, that is the same point Mr. 
Moore has. 

The Witness: I didn’t understand it that way. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The record may show that Mr. 
Evans is comparing paragraph 7 on page 14 of Board’s 
Exhibit S, and the paragraph of the same number in Rc- 
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spondents’ Exhibit 177, which are the two paragraphs which 
would show the language before and after the amendment. 

3\lr. Moore: You remember I stated this morning, Mr. 
Examiner, when we were talking about reservation, that 
I had not prepared to examine Mr. Evans on this phase of 
the Plan, and I think that if Board’s counsel is going to 
cross-examine, at least it is fair to show him the papers 
that are in evidence and of which he does not have any 
knowledge at the moment, perhaps. He has referred to a 
letter which I believe we have already in evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, let’s have— 

Mr. Rose: I will be glad to show them to him, I didn’t 
know the witness wanted them. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. Now, Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit 277, 278 and then there are various minutes 

15848 which also might help Mr. Evans in formulating 
that— 

Mr. Moore: There is no mystery about that, I would be 
glad to have it brought out in the record in full, but I 
would like to have it accurate. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Evans, I show you Board’s 
Exhibit 277 which I think has been stipulated was the letter 
that Mr. Williams wrote to Mr. Evans and then the letter 
from yourself to Mr. Williams which is in evidence as 
Board’s Exhibit 278, as I understand it. Mr. Moore, you 
furnished these. 

Mr. Moore: We furnished this copy and it was put in 
evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As being the correspondence 
that Mr. Evans has just referred to, if I am not mistaken. 

Mr. Moore: Yes, this was put in evidence right after we 
began the hearing in January. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That was the 10th or 11th, one 
of those days. 

Mr. Moore: That is right. I had forgotten about this 
other, but I think that was put in evidence prior to that 
time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, I was under the impression 
it was the same day. 

Mr. Moore: You are right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may also be helpful, 

15849 Mr. Evans, if we have the minutes of the General 
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Body and the Standing Committee, there were several sets 
of minutes that may be helpful here. 

Mr. Rose: Mr. Examiner, is this what you had in mind? 

(The document referred to was passed to the Trial Ex¬ 
aminer.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, there were several sets 
of minutes, I think the one that would probably be helpful 
here is that meeting of the Standing Committee on Rules, 
I think the date is April 27th, although I am not sure. Do 
you recall, Mr. Ford, I am not sure whether you offered 
that or Mr. Broun? 

Mr. Moore: I am not sure, Mr. Examiner, I think it was 
the end of April, and then there was a meeting in May. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There were two meetings of the 
General Body, Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Rose: Was that Respondents’ or Board’s exhibits? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, they are all Respondents’. 
Mr. Moore, if I can help out here, there were two meetings 
of the General Body, the first was April 28th, at which the 
amendments were proposed, then the following month 
15850 the amendments were adopted. 

Mr. Moore: Right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Prior to that time there had 
been a meeting of the Standing Committee on Rules which 
Mr. Evans attended. Now I think that is what he referred 
to in his testimony, it is that set of minutes that I think will 
clear the matter up. 

Mr. Moore: I think that is correct, yes, I think that is 
correct. I know that the Plan provided that the amendment 
should be submitted at one meeting, and then laid on the 
table until the next meeting. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, I think it provides for the 
regular meeting, so that a month has to elapse so that, 
therefore, the meeting of April 28th, the amendments were 
proposed, and then the meeting of May 28th, or approxi¬ 
mately that date, they were adopted. 

Mr. Moore: I think that is correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think I can find that, Mr. 
Rose. Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 
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15851 Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Evans, so that you can have a more complete 
perspective on the questions of the amendments as to 
which you were asked by Mr. Rose, there is shown to you 
Respondents’ Exhibit 177, Board’s Exhibit 8, Board’s 
Exhibit 278, Board’s Exhibit 277, Board’s Exhibit 13, 
Board’s Exhibit 37, and Respondents’ Exhibit 182-A to G, 
both inclusive, and you can just take your time and look 
over these various documents. 

Do you want something, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: I wondered if he had the letter there. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, that is Board’s Exhibit 
278. 

The Witness: What is the question? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose you formulate a new 
question, please? 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) I wanted to know who wrote the 
language of the amendment which is paragraph 7 of Article 
7? A. I don’t recall who actually wrote the language. I 
do recall, however, being called in to a Rules Committee 
meeting, and being asked to assist the Committee in get¬ 
ting the proper words that would change Section 7 and 
Section 11, or rather paragraph 7 and paragraph 11 of 
Section 7 so that it would meet the conditions which 

15852 had come about as a result of the J. & L. decision, 
and which I had already written to the chairman of 

the General Body, indicating which sections of the Plan, 
in my opinion, as advised by counsel, were affected by that 
decision; and inasmuch as these particular paragraphs 
are paragraphs which have to do with what the company 
agreed to do with regard to payments to men, it was quite 
proper, in my opinion, to assist them in the wording of 
those paragraphs. * 

Q. And you did that, did you not? A. I did. 

Q. Now, did counsel suggest to you any changes in the 
wording of the old paragraphs 7 and 11 of Article 7? A. 
Counsel suggested that inasmuch as the decision in the 
J. & L. case had been made, that those paragraphs would 
necessarily—the thing that could be done with those para¬ 
graphs would necessarily be restricted by law and, gen¬ 
erally speaking, he advised me as to what protection should 
be placed in those paragraphs so the company would not 
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be called upon to do something which would be in violation 
of the law. 

Q. Did he advise you what specific language you should 
either put in or omit from those paragraphs? A. I do not 
recall. That is quite some time ago, and my conver- 

15853 sation with regard to the matter was over the tele¬ 
phone. I do not recall the exact conversation, or the 

exact words that he used. 

Q. You refer to a telephone conversation with counsel. 

Did vou call counsel on the matter? A. I did. 

* 

Q. Or did he call you? A. I called counsel after I re¬ 
ceived the inquiry from the chairman of the General Body. 
Q. Where did you call him? A. I beg your pardon? 

Q- Where did you call him? 

Mr. Moore: You mean, where was counsel? 

Mr. Rose: Yes. 

The Witness: In New York. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You mean by counsel, you mean Mr. 
Moore? A. That is correct. 

Q. I direct your attention, Mr. Evans, to Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit 259, which is a copy of the Plan of Employees’ Rep¬ 
resentation of the Lebanon Plant. I direct your attention 
to Article 7, paragraphs 7 and 11, which are also typewrit¬ 
ten pasters. I also direct your attention to Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit 270, which is a copy of the Plan of Employees’ 

15854 Representation at the Steelton Plant, and direct 
your attention to Article 7, paragraphs 5 and 7 

thereof, both of which are also typewritten stickers, and 
ask you to look at them and ask you whether that refreshes 
your recollection as to whether or not counsel told you 
specifically what language should be inserted? 

Mr. Moore: Well, what is the point? I do not see any¬ 
thing in that question. I must object to it. How can a 
thing like that refresh his memory, something entirely 
outside— 

Mr. Rose: Anything may be used to refresh the recol¬ 
lection of a witness, Mr. Examiner, as I understand the rule. 

Mr. Moore: That is all very true, but the Plans are in 
evidence. If the witness never saw the Plans, they cannot 
refresh his memory. 

Mr. Rose: They might refresh his memory on the spe¬ 
cific point we are discussing. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I will let him answer. 

The Witness: I have never seen these Plans before, and 
it does not in any way refresh my memory. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) As a matter of fact, Mr. Evans, didn’t 
counsel tell you what language should be put in paragraphs 
7 and 11 of Article 7? 

15855 Mr. Moore: Does he mean the exact wording; 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I assume so. Do you? 

* 

Mr. Pose: Yes; that certain language should be inserted 
in those amendments. 

The Witness: I think I answered that. I discussed the 
matter over the telephone with him as to the making of the 
changes to be made, and the question of the exact language 
was not discussed. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) As a matter of fact, didn’t he suggest 
any specific* language? A. He suggested certain specific 
changes that might be made in order to meet the decision 
of the J. & L. case. 

Q. What specific changes did he suggest? A. I do not 
recall at this time. 

Q. As a matter of fact, he also suggested some specific 
language that might be inserted, did he not? 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, he answered the question 
three times already. 

Mr. Rose: This is cross examination. I don’t think I 
asked the same question before. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: I think I did answer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, what is the answer? Did 
counsel suggest the specific language which is now 

15856 the amendments to the Plan in paragraphs 7 and 11 
of Section 10? 

The Witness: Not that I recall. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) I show you Board’s Exhibit 278, Mr. 
Evans, and ask vou who wrote the context of that letter? 
Of course, I am referring to the original, and that is only 
a copy. A. This was dictated by myself as a result of an 
opinion given me by counsel. 

Q. Did you dictate the context of the letter? A. I dictated 
the letter. 
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Q. Did you compose the letter? A. Why certainly I 
composed the letter, after having received an opinion from 
counsel, as I said before. 

Q. And you received that opinion from the same counsel 
you mentioned before? A. Absolutely. 

Q. Are you sure, Mr. Evans, that you did not copy this 
letter from some memorandum or writing which you may 
have received from your counsel or from the office of Beth¬ 
lehem? 

Mr. Moore: What do you mean, copy the entire letter, 
or take out an opinion, or parts of it? 

Mr. Rose: Take out the text of it, excluding the 

15857 first paragraph. 

The "Witness: I do not recall how many para¬ 
graphs were excluded, or how many paragraphs were in¬ 
cluded. I said I dictated the letter as a result of an opinion 
given me by counsel, and I do not recall whether every word 
in that is mentioned in the opinion by counsel, or whether 
some of the words were not mentioned, or anything of the 
kind. I am just telling you what I did. I dictated the letter 
as a result of an opinion from counsel. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Was that a written opinion from 
counsel ? A. A written opinion from counsel. 

Q. And when you dictated the letter, did you have that 
opinion in front of you ? A. I no doubt did. 

Q. And when you dictated the letter, did you copy parts 
of that opinion into the letter? A. I no doubt did. 

Q. Could you tell what parts of that opinion you copied 
into the letter? A. I could not tell by looking at it. 

Q. You could not tell by looking at it? A. No, sir. 

Q. I call your attention, Mr. Evans, to Respon- 

15858 dents’ Exhibit No. 43 and Board’s Exhibit 268, and 
ask you to look at that and compare them with 

Board’s Exhibit 278. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: WThich is it, look at them or 
compare? If he will look at them he will take a minute; 
if he is to compare them it will take ten minutes, and we 
can take a recess. Which is it? 

Mr. Rose: Compare them. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: W 7 e will take a recess. 
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(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which the 
following proceedings were had:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Moore: Was there a question pending? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Was there a question pending, 
Mr. Parsont? 

The Reporter: Yes. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Have you compared them, Mr. 
Evans ? 

The Witness: I think I did. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Except for the first paragraph, Mr. 
Evans, isn’t Board’s Exhibit 278 identical, word for word 
with Respondents’ Exhibit 43, and Board’s Exhibit No. 
268? A. It is not. 

15859 Q. Will you tell me where they differ? A. They 
differ in six paragraphs. 

Q. Will you point out the six paragraphs, please? 

Mr. Moore: Now, I don’t know that the record is clear, 
Mr. Examiner. You have given him three documents and 
a difference is being asked between some of them. Does 
the record show clearly what is being referred to. You can 
have a difference between two things, but I do not see how 
you can have a difference between three things unless two 
of them are alike. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Let me restate it. Board’s 
Exhibit 268 is a copy of the letter from yourself to Mr. 
Williams; is that correct? 

The Witness: That is correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Now, Board’s Exhibit 268 has 
been compared by you, as I understand it, with Board’s 
Exhibit 278. Is there any difference between the two docu¬ 
ments other than the caption or. rather, the heading? 
One is addressed to Mr. Williams and one is addressed to 
a Mr. Kobel. Beginning with the first full paragraph of 
the letter, which starts, “I have your letter,” in your letter 
from yourself to Mr. Williams, and in Board’s Exhibit 
268, which starts, “I have your letter,” from that point on, 
is there any difference between the two documents? 

15860 Is that correct, Mr. Rose? 
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Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Does that meet your point, Mr. 
Moore ? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

The Witness: There is a difference in five other para¬ 
graphs. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Rose’s question is, would 
you point out the difference. 

The Witness: In the 14th, 15th, 16th, 17th and 21st para¬ 
graphs of Board’s Exhibit 278. Those are the paragraphs 
that are different. 

15861 Trial Examiner Bloom: Will you read that an¬ 
swer back, please? 

(The reporter repeated the last answer as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You mean, are different from 
similar paragraphs of 268. 

The Witness: Well, I did not count them. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will count them for you. 

Mr. Moore: If I may break in, Mr. Examiner, this is all 
illustrative of what I was trying to point out this morning. 
Mr. Evans does not know what was done by the other plans, 
necessarily, where they were different. What the company 
was trying to do, and I was advising it, was to put the 
Plans in such form so there would be no obligation on the 
part of the company to do something which would be a 
violation of law. 

I gave pretty definite advice to Mr. Evans, as he has 
indicated, and I also advised the other management’s rep¬ 
resentatives at the other plants, and gave them pretty 
definite advice. 

The only way we can tell exactly what was done is to sit 
down and take these things and compare them, but the net 
result is necessarily the same. I am very glad to have it 
all shown, of record, as is Mr. Evans. That is why I thought 
we could cover it all by stipulation, and show exactly 

15862 how it was done, and save all this mystery that Mr. 
Evans does not know anything about. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As I understand it, Mr. Rose’s 
question, which more or less precipitated the issuing of 
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these documents was as to who drafted the letter, whether 
Mr. Evans wrote the letter or some such question. 

Mr. Moore: He has indicated that he had pretty full 
advice from me and, with my letter before him, framed the 
letter. It may well be that the advice I gave to some other 
management’s representatives was identical, and surely, 
if those two paragraphs were identical, which they may 
well have been, where the action called for identical ad¬ 
vice, I haven’t any doubt that I gave identical advice. 

With my letter before him, he dictated the letters. Un¬ 
doubtedly, a man at another plant, having a similar letter, 
or one identical, would dictate almost an identical letter, if 
not an identical letter, because the advice "was concrete 
and the same. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, Mr. Evans, would you 
indicate for us which is paragraph 14 of the letter that you 
wrote ? 

(The witness indicates the paragraph above referred to.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that the one? 

15863 The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Go ahead, Mr. Rose. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Could you tell us, now, Mr. Evans, 
how Respondents’ Exhibit 43 and Board’s Exhibit 278 
differ, what paragraphs? A. Did I already testify as to 
that one (pointing)? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, you testified to that one. 

The Witness: Board Exhibit 278 and Respondents’ Ex¬ 
hibit 43 also differ in five other paragraphs than the first 
paragraph which was referred to a short while ago. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Are they the same paragraphs? 

The Witness: They are. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I mean, the differences appear 
in 14, 15, 16, 17 and 21? 

The Witness: I assume so, yes, sir, the same paragraphs. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Now, with the exception of those 
paragraphs you have pointed out, 278, Board’s Exhibit 
278 and Respondents’ 43 are the same, is that correct? A. 
How many paragraphs did you say? 

Q. With the exception of the paragraphs you have pointed 
out? A. I thought you said in two paragraphs. 
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Q. No, I didn’t say in two paragraphs. A. As far as I 
have been able to check them by myself. 

15864 Q. That’s right, your answer would be the same 
with reference to Board’s 278 and Board’s 268? A. 

That’s correct, except for the addressee. 

Q. Yes, and the name of the person. A. The date. 

Q. Yes, the name of the person who signed the letter? 
A. Yes. 

Mr. Moore: I take it, Mr. Examiner, that may not in¬ 
clude punctuation, things of that sort, which of course Mr. 
Evans has not been able to check, minor things, I take it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why, I would assume so, but 
the context— 

The Witness: My check was not thorough for spelling 
of words nor punctuation. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: But as you read along— 

The Witness: Generally as I read along the letters are 
the same with the exception of those five paragraphs that 
I mentioned. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Now, when did you receive the opinion 

of counsel vou have referred to? A. I don’t recall the 
* 

exact date, some time subsequent to April 12, 1937. 

Q. And when did you have the conversation with counsel, 
as you have referred to? A. Again I don’t recall the 

15865 date, but some time prior to receiving his opinion. 

Q. Do you recall whether that occurred in the 
early part of April, 1937? A. I don’t recall. 

Mr. Moore: Excuse me just a moment, may I have the 
question, I didn’t hear it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that question. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) What is “that’*? 

Mr. Rose: That he received the opinion of counsel and 
had the conversation with counsel. 

Mr. Moore: Well, he said that it was after April 12th, 
as I understand it, and some time before he got the written 
opinion. Now, is the forepart of April some time prior to 
April 12th? 

Mr. Rose: Well, it might be, I will cover that, Mr. 
Moore, I hadn’t intended to— 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you mean before April 
12th or after April 12th, which? 

Mr. Rose: Well, I will withdraw the question, I w T ill 
frame it a little differently. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Now, how long after April 

15866 12, 1937, did you receive the opinion of counsel? A. 
I don’t recall how long it was, but it was subsequent 

to having received a letter from the chairman of the General 
Body. 

Q. And how long after April 12th do you recall having 
a conversation with counsel? A. I think I said before I 
don’t recall how long, some time subsequent to April 12th. 
If you will let me see the letter from the chairman of the 
General Body I will tell you approximately when I had the 
conversation. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which letter is that? 

The Witness: A letter written to me. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you have the letter from 
Mr. Williams, Board Exhibit 277? 

Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Evans thinks he can tell 
you the answer. 

Mr. Rose: I didn’t hear Mr. Evans’ last statement. 

(The document was passed to the witness.) 

The Witness: My recollection is that I had the conver¬ 
sation with counsel some time between April 24, 1937, and 
May 1, 1937. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Now, you testified concerning your 
attending the meeting at the Elks Club on the Monday 
night of June 14th? A. I did. 

15867 Q. Do you recall making the following statement 
in words or substance— 

Mr. Moore: WTien, at that meeting ? 

Mr. Rose: At that meeting, yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) “The greater majority of our men 
want to work if law enforcement agencies give adequate 
protection and there is no molestation. The men in the 
Cambria Plant will settle this in one week’s time.” 

The Witness: I recall having stated at that meeting 
that I felt that the great majority of men wanted work and 
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that if they were permitted to go to work unmolested, 
without threat of bodily injury, that they would settle the 
strike themselves in a short time. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, at that meeting did you also 
say in words or substance, “When the strike was called we 
had two courses open, close the plant or operate. We chose 
the latter for two reasons: In the interest of our em¬ 
ployees, especially those who desire to continue working. 
We felt they should not be deprived of this opportunity. 
Bethlehem decided to operate because it owes something 
to Johnstown as a community. There is no question but 
that we can operate on an increased scale with an increased 
number of employees if the threat of bodily injury 

15868 is removed. Bethlehem feels that men have a consti¬ 
tutional right to work if they desire and the request 

is not unreasonable that Johnstown men be permitted to 
do so unmolested. ” A. I made substantially that state¬ 
ment. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You testified concerning a meeting 
of the General Body on May 27, 1937, do you recall that? 
A. I don’t recall that I did. 

Mr. Moore: May 27th? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that question, I didn’t 
get that. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Rose: You don’t recall having said that? 

Mr. Moore: Well, is counsel stating that he did testify? 
Mr. Rose: I was asking him—my notes show— 

15869 Mr. Moore: I understand your notes to be that 
“you did testify—” 

The Witness: My answer was that I didn’t recall having 
testified to that, that was the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, do you recall whether you, Mr. 
Ellicott and Mr. Hough, attended a meeting of the General 
Body on May 27th, 1937? 

Mr. Moore: Well now, may we— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 

Mr. Moore: May we have it established, I don’t have the 
schedule, perhaps the witness knows— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Board Exhibit 10. 
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Mr. Moore: Perhaps there was a meeting held on that 
dav. Of course the schedule may not show it, but it seems 
to me if the witness has not testified to it we should find 
out in the regular way, find out if there was a meeting, first. 

The Witness: What is the question? 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Do you recall attending a meeting 
of the General Body on May 27th, 1937? A. I attended 
the meeting on May 27th, it was a regular meeting accord¬ 
ing to the schedule. 

Q. Did Mr. Ellicott and Mr. Hough also attend that meet¬ 
ing? A. I believe they did. 

15870 Q. Will you tell us what Mr. Ellicott said and 
what Mr. Hough said and what you said, to the best 

of your recollection? A. I think that is quite an unfair 
question, to pick out one meeting out of any number of 
meetings and try to have me recall what was said, I do not, 
nothing strikes me as being particularly pertinent about 
that meeting, I don’t recall the meeting at all, as a meeting. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, Mr. Rose, I suggest you 
show Mr. Evans the minutes of the General Body meeting 
of that date, that may recall certain things to him. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You don’t recall having been asked 
any questions about that meeting on direct examination? 
A. I don’t identify it as to date, I may be wrong. If you 
will refresh my memory about it I will be glad to recall, but 
the date doesn’t seem to identify itself to me. 

Q. Well, do you recall being asked this question and 
making this answer on direct examination: 

“Question: Now, Mr. Evans, did you attend a meeting 
of the General Body held on May 27th, 1937? 

“Answer: Yes, I did.” 

Mr. Moore: What is the page, please, Mr. Rose? 

Mr. Rose: 19134. 

15871 The Witness: I think I know what meeting it is 
now, I couldn’t connect it up at all, first. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, could you tell us what Mr. 
Ellicott and Mr. Hough and you said at the meeting, as 
far as you can recall ? 

Mr. Moore: May I have the previous question and the 
answer. I don’t know whether the suggestion of the wit¬ 
ness has been met, has some subject been given to him? 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: He says, I think he says he 
recalls it now, am I correct? 

The Witness: I recall the meeting, but I still am not, I 
am not clear as to the specific statements that were made 
at that meeting. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You mean you don’t recall them? 
A. If I could have my memory refreshed as to this particu¬ 
lar meeting I might be able to recall it. 

Mr. Moore: What was the page, please, Mr. Rose? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: 19134, Mr. Moore, that is the 
testimony of April 14th. 

Mr. Moore: Well, in that question that I asked, they 
were specific things as to whether specific things were said 
at a meeting. I could answer that question if the particular 
question shocked me I could answer, I could answer I never 
heard the witness say it. I wouldn’t have to stop to 
15872 think of the date, I don’t think, Mr. Examiner, the 
question is quite fair. He isn’t questioning about 
any particular subject, he is simply asking if he heard Mr. 
Ellicott at that meeting make a statement. The witness 
could answer that question without remembering what Mr. 
Ellicott did say. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, there is nothing pending 
now. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, as I understood you, Mr. Evans, 
you stated that you didn’t recall what Mr. Ellicott, what Mr. 
Hough, and what yourself said at that meeting? A. I said 
if you would refresh my memory with something that 
identified that meeting to my mind, why, I would be glad 
to see if I couldn’t recall it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not show the witness the 
minutes of the meeting, maybe that will bring something 
back to him. 

Mr. Rose: Do you have those minutes? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t have them. Was that 
May 27th? 

Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Here you are. 

Mr. Rose: Have you got them? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, Respondents’ Exhibit 1S2-A 
to 6, both inclusive. 
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15873 (Respondents’ Exhibit 182-A to G passed to the 
witness.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Rose? 

15874 Mr. Moore: I think, Mr. Examiner, if the question 
could be asked as to what he testified to regarding 

the meeting it might elicit an answer, but— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, he has now examined the 
minutes of the General Body meeting. 

Mr. Moore: I know, but to illustrate my point, suppose 
if he had asked him, “Did Mr. Ellicott at that particular 
meeting use this vile language about somebody”, now 
knowing that Mr. Ellicott doesn’t use vile language about 
anybody, he would readily answer “No” without reference 
to any particular meeting. 

Mr. Rose: I was just inquiring what Mr. Ellicott, Mr. 
Hough and Mr. Evans said, if a witness doesn’t remember 
he doesn’t remember. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, let’s get on with this, 
please. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, do you recall what Mr. Elli¬ 
cott, Mr. Hough and yourself said at the meeting, after 
refreshing your recollection from those minutes you looked 
at? A. Mr. Ellicott said that business conditions were still 
good and he talked about the trouble that had been had at 
the Car Shop and mentioned something about picnic 
grounds. 

Q. Do you recall—I am sorry, had you finished, Mr. 
Evans? A. Yes. 

15875 Q. Do you recall what Mr. Hough said? A. No, 
I don’t recall what Mr. Hough said. 

Q. Do you recall what you said? A. I talked about a 
fatality that we had had up at the Franklin Plant, I talked 
about pay schedules, some other things. 

Q. Is that all you recall, you say? A. That is all I can 
recall. 

Q. I show you Board’s Exhibit 10 and ask you whether 
that was printed by the company. 

(Thereupon, Board Exhibit 10 was passed to the wit¬ 
ness.) 

A. Yes, I believe that was printed by the company. 
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Q. Was that printed at the Bethlehem Printery that yon 
have referred to? A. That's correct. 

Q. Did you order the printing of it? A. I did. 

Q. Do you recall how many copies were printed? A. I 
do not. 

Q. Were they delivered from Bethlehem, from the Beth¬ 
lehem Printery to you personally, do you recall? A. They 
were not. 

Q. Well, where were they delivered? A. To my of¬ 
fice. 

15876 Q. And what was done with them, do you know? 
A. I believe they were given to the chairman of the 

General Body. 

Q. Who gave them to the chairman? A. I do not know 
definitely who gave them to him. 

Q. Now, you, in your direct testimony, stated in sub¬ 
stance that after the Iron Street Gate riot a group of citi¬ 
zens gathered in the Mayor’s office, after, some time late 
on June 14th or early in the morning of June 15th; do you 
recall having so testified? A. I think I testified that I was 
told that a group of citizens had so gathered. 

Q. Were you present? A. I was not. 

Q. How did you learn of that meeting? A. I was told of 
it the following morning, I don’t recall who told me, I 
believe there was a news article in the local papers about 
it. 

Q. Did Mr. Ellicott tell you? A. No, he did not. 

Mr. Moore: Well, just a moment, is there any evidence 
that Mr. Ellicott was present? 

Mr. Rose: No, Mr. Ellicott still might have told him of 
such a meeting. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Was there an answer to that 

15877 question? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, there was an an¬ 
swer. 

The Witness: I said, “No, he did not.” 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Did the company mimeograph the 
minutes of the meeting of the Plan of Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentation prior to April, 1937? A. Yes, they were mimeo¬ 
graphed at the office. 
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Q. Were any—and who placed them, if they were placed, 
in inter-plant mail? A. Who placed them in inter-plant 
mail? 

Q. Yes. 

Mr. Moore: What do you mean by that, the individual 
name or the individual who did it? 

Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Mr. Moore: Now, over what period of time? 

Mr. Rose: Prior to April, 1937, immediately prior. 

Mr. Moore: Well, do you want to go back to Adam? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, he said immediately prior, 
Mr. Moore. 

Mr. Moore: Oh, I didn’t understand that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: A car went by. 

Mr. Moore*. I didn’t understand that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, go ahead. 

The Witness: I don’t know who placed them in the mail. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) What was the practice? A. 
15878 The practice was that they were placed in the de¬ 
partment that handles that kind of -work and were 
mailed from that particular department. They were— 

Q. Well, what department is that? A. The central steno¬ 
graphic and typing department. 

Q. Well, prior to April, 1937, what printing was done by 
the company for the Plan aside from the Plan book which 
you have already referred to? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that, I couldn’t hear a 
word of it. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: All of the printing which was requested 
by the Committee on Rules or the General Body. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) And would that include the materials 
for nominations and elections such as ballots and notices 
of election? A. It would, prior to April, 1937. 

Q. And where w*as that material printed? A. I do not 
recall where it was all printed. 

Q. W 7 as it printed at the Bethlehem Printery that you 
have referred to? A. Probably some of it was. 

Q. And in that event it would have been delivered here; 
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by ‘‘here” I mean at the Cambria Plant, from Beth- 

15879 lehem? A. Of course, it would all be delivered here, 
no matter where it was printed. 

Q. Now, subsequent to April, 1937, did Air. Willard Brant 
turn over any money to you? A. Subsequent to when, did 
you say, April ’37? 

Q. April, 1937? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. When did he turn over the money to you? A. I don’t 
recall the exact dates, he turned it over to me on a number 
of occasions. 

Q. Do you recall the last occasion? A. The last occasion, 
I believe, was some time during the month of Alarch, 1938. 

Q. What was the amount, do you recall? A. $5.00. 

Q. Did you have any conversations with Clare Williams 
as to the amount of money that was to be paid for the use 
of the meeting room? 

Air. Aloore: Just a moment, please. Will you read that? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Q. (By Air. Rose) I mean, the meeting room for the 
employees’ representatives? A. I don’t recall that 

15880 the amount was discussed with Air. Williams, I told 
Air. Williams some time during the month of April, 

1937, that from that time forth that it would be necessary 
to make a charge for the use of the meeting room. 

Q. Since, April, 1937, has the company advanced any 
money to the Plan of Employees’ Representation for any 
purpose and for which it has been reimbursed? A. Can 1 
get the question again? 

Air. Aloore: Well, it doesn’t seem to me, Air. Examiner, 
the question is quite clear “Advance any money”. 

Air. Rose: I will withdraw the question. 

Q. (By Air. Rose) Since April, 1937, has the Plan re¬ 
imbursed the company for any expenses which the company 
might have incurred on behalf of the Plan? 

Mr. Aloore: Well, now, any expenses that might have 
been incurred, you don’t reimburse one for what might 
have been done. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, why don’t we first find 
out if any expenditures were made by the company on 
behalf of the Plan, first, and then let’s find out— 
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Mr. Rose: Very well. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Since April, 1937, did the company 
make anv expenditures on behalf of the Plan? A. Yes, it 
did. 

15881 Q. What expenditures were made by the company 
on behalf of the Plan ? A. You mean what amount? 

Q. Well, the amount and the nature of the expense? A. 
I don't know that I can recall the amounts. 

Q. Well, tell us the nature of the expenses, as far as you 
can, the amount? A. The company prepared at the re¬ 
quest of the Representation Plan, Rules Committee of the 
Representation Plan, lists of employees for their use in 
the election of March, 1938, the expenses of which was 
billed against the Representation Plan. 

Q. By the lists do you refer to the lists of eligible voters ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. You do? A. I think that is the only actual expense 
which was incurred by the company, there were, however, 
other charges made which were not necessarily expenses 
incurred. 

Q. Well, could you tell us what you have in mind? A. 1 
have already testified, I believe, that a charge was made 
for the use of the meeting room. 

Q. Well, I— A. And there was a— 

16882 Q. Well, other than what you have already testi¬ 
fied to? A. The existing booths and ballot boxes 
which have been used in previous years for the elections 
were sold to the Plan of Representation. Those two items 
together with the charge for the meeting room and rental 
for headquarters, I believe, covered all of the items which 
were charged. 

Q. Now, what was the amount that was charged for the 
voting booths ? A. A total of ten dollars. 

Q. How many voting booths were included in that? A. I 
don't recall the exact number, possibly about, between fifty 
and seventy-five. 

Q. Were they the same booths that had been used in 
prior elections ? A. They were. 

Q. Do you know whether they were all the booths that 
had been used in prior elections? A. All the booths which 
had been used in prior elections were sold to the Plan. 
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Q. What about the ballot boxes? A. The ballot boxes 
were included in the sale with booths? 

Q. In the ten dollars? A. In the ten dollars. 

15883 Q. And how many ballot boxes were included? A. 
I will say that I don’t recall the exact number. 

Q. Approximately? A. Something in excess of fifty. 
Trial Examiner Bloom: You mean by that, that there was 
one ballot box for each booth? 

The Witness: Not necessarily, there was a ballot box for 
each voting district. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I see. Thank you. 

We will take a ten-minute recess. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were resumed as follows:) 

15884 Q. What was the charge made by the company for 
the preparation of the lists of eligible voters? 

Mr. Moore: He has already stated, Mr. Examiner, that 
he did not remember the amount. 

Mr. Rose: I do not believe he did, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, tell us again. 

The Witness: I do not remember the exact amount of 
the bill, no. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, what did that charge include, 
the typing of the lists? A. Yes. 

Q. What? A. All of the clerical or typing work of pre¬ 
paring the lists, including the paper on which it was written. 

Q. The charge was for the paper and— A. The paper 
and the work. 

Q. And the work in typing? A. That is correct. 

Mr. Moore: The work in typing? 

Mr. Rose: The work of typing. 

The Witness: I said, the clerical work and typing. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) What did you refer to when you said 
clerical work? A. Well, if there was any clerical work, I 
say it includes all of the clerical work in connection 

15885 with preparing them. I made that statement to 
make it all inclusive. 

Q. Could you tell us how they were prepared? A. No. I 
had nothing to do with the actual preparation of them. 

Q. Well, who had charge of them? A. They were pre¬ 
pared in each department for that particular department. 
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Q. Well, was that the way they were prepared for prior 
elections? A. Yes. Each department had some part in 
the preparation of them in prior elections. I could not say 
it was done exactly in the same way. 

Q. Substantially? A. I would say substantially it was 
the same. 

Q. The only difference being the last election, a charge 
of $10 was made? A. I did not say a charge of $10 was 
made. 

Q. Excuse me. I did not intend that. I was looking at 
something else. I withdraw it. 

The only difference being that for this recent election, 
the 1938 nominations and election, the charge was made for 
the work; is that correct? 

Mr. Moore: I do not thing that is clear. What does he 
mean by the only difference. He has testified, I think, that 
the company has not since April paid for election 

15886 material. It did not pay for the printing. 

Mr. Rose: The witness testified as to the simi¬ 
larity of the preparation of the voting lists for the nomi¬ 
nations and elections held in March, 1938, and the prior 
election. 

Mr. Moore: That is all right, if that is what the question 
was confined to. 

Mr. Rose: That is what we are talking about, and I think 
he said the preparation was generally the same. 

The Witness: The voting list was for the same purpose, 
and naturally would be prepared in practically the same 
manner. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) In March, 1938, was permission 
granted to hold the nominations and elections in the plant? 
A. Permission was granted in response to a request from 
the Committee on Rules, under certain conditions and re¬ 
strictions. 

Q. What is that? A. Under certain conditions and re¬ 
strictions. 

Q. What do you refer to by conditions and restrictions? 
A. Well, for example, that the booths had to be set up in 
such places and in such manner as not to interfere with the 
operations or production of the plant, and that voting 
should be conducted at such time and places as would 

15887 not interfere with the production of the plant. The 
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time—the voting time should be during lunch time, 
spell time, or otherwise so arranged that it would not in 
any way interfere with the production of the department. 

Q. Was there any charge made for the use of the plant? 
A. There was not. 

Mr. Moore: What is that question? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You mean, for the space in the 
plant wherein the booths were located? 

Mr. Rose: That is right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Did you so understand that? 
The Witness: That is what I understood him to mean. 
Q. (By Mr. Rose) In June and July, 1937, were you 
chairman of the Board of Trustees or of the Westmont 
Presbyterian Church? A. I was president of the Board 
of Trustees. 

15888 Q. President of the Board of Trustees. Was that 
at that time Mr. Stanton’s church? Was Reverend 

Stanton the Minister of that church in June and July, 1937? 
A. Yes, he was. 

Q. And what duties did you have as president of the 
Board of Trustees? A. The Board of Trustees’ duties 
were confined to the looking after the physical property of 
the church. 

Q. Anything else? A. That is all. 

Q. Does the Board of Trustees have any duty with re¬ 
spect to hiring a minister? A. They do not. 

Q. Who has such duties? A. The Congregation of the 
church. 

Q. Does the Board of Trustees recommend the hiring 
of a Minister? A. They do not. 

Q. Are you a member of the Johnstown Chamber of 
Commerce? A. I am. 

Q. How long have you been a member? A. I do not 
recall exactly how long, but for a good many years. 

Q. Were you a member during June and July, 1937? A. 
I was. 

15889 Q. And prior thereto? A. I don’t know how long 
prior thereto, but I was a member prior thereto. 

Q. Are you a member of the Board of Trustees of the 
Chamber of Commerce? A. I am not. 

Q. Were you at any time? 
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Mr. Moore: Now, just a moment. Is there a Board of 
Trustees of the Chamber of Commerce? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there, Mr. Evans? 

The Witness: There is not. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Is there a Board of Directors? A. 
There is. 

Q. Are you a member of the Board of Directors? A. I 
am. 

Q. How long have you been a member of the Board of 
Directors? A. For a good many years. 

Q. What duties does the Board of Directors have? A. I 
do not think anybody ever told me what I, what my duty 
was, but I think the duties of the Board of Directors is 
quite broad, carrying on whatever business the Chamber 
of Commerce might have. 

Q. Have you attended meetings? A. I have. 

15890 Q. Did you attend any meetings during the months 
of May, June and July, 1937 ? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you attend any meetings of the Chamber of Com¬ 
merce during the same months? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you attend any meetings of the Chamber of Com¬ 
merce during the year 1937? A. I did—of the Chamber of 
Commerce? 

Q. That is right. A. I did not. 

Q. And during the same period of time, did you attend 
any meeting of the Board of Directors? A. I did. 

Q. When, prior to May, 1937, did you attend a meeting 
of the Board of Directors ? A. I do not recall at what time 
I attended a meeting prior to May or June or July, 1937, 
in the year 1937, I recall having attended a meeting in the 
latter part of the year. 

Q. Who paid for your membership in the Chamber of 
Commerce? A. My membership is one of a member which 
the company pays for in the Chamber of Commerce. 

15891 Q. Would you tell me how many memberships the 
company pays for ? A. A total of forty, I believe. 

Q. And had the company paid for such forty member¬ 
ships for the year 1937? A. Yes, they had. 

Q. Who made the arrangements for the payment by the 
company of the forty memberships? A. For what year? 

Q. 1937. A. I did. 
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Q. And with whom did you make such arrangements? 
A. With the Secretary of the Chamber of Commerce. 

Q. And what is his name ? A. Lawrence Campbell. 

Q. Was that the man with whom you made the arrange¬ 
ments for the memberships? A. I don’t know what you 
mean by arrangements. We told the Chamber of Com¬ 
merce we would continue the forty memberships which -we 
had in previous years. 

Q. And the man you told that to was Mr. Campbell? A. 
The Secretary of the Chamber of Commerce, yes. 

Q. How many memberships in the Chamber of Commerce 
did the company pay for for the year 1938? 

15892 Mr. Moore: May we have the question, please? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Moore: Well, there is no evidence to show, is there, 
that it paid for any in 1938— 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, did the company pay for any 
for the year 1938? A. My recollection is that the year 
that the company paid for memberships is not the calendar 
year. I do not recall just exactly what it is, but it is not 
the calendar year. 

Q. On the first day that you testified here, Mr. Evans, 
there was a map produced. Do you know when that map 
was prepared? A. No, not exactly. It is a map prepared 
by our Engineering Department, which is kept on hand 
and kept up to date for all purposes of engineering through¬ 
out the plant. In other words, it is an official engineering 
map of the plant. 

Q. Well, is that map up to date? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. Do you recall that there were two light papers pasted 
on to that map? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, let us see the map. 

15893 It is one of the exhibits. 

Mr. Moore: It was taken out to have one of the 
gates put on. I don’t know just what the progress is. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Do you recall that? A. There was 
nothing pasted on it as I recall. There was something on 
the original map which was blocked out on the prints which 
were made. 
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15894 Mr. Moore: Well, may I ask—was it that, or 
simply places left for the writing in of some nota¬ 
tion as to what the map may be for? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Maybe we are not talking about 
the same thing. I think what Mr. Rose has reference to, 
Mr. Moore, is as to the two rectangular pieces of paper 
which were over the compass lines. There w’as a line 
pointing north and south. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, something was simply put 
on to prevent the blueprint from operating on the paper, 
and left blank spaces. I think if the map were used for 
the purpose of the notation, so you can have the notation 
on white paper, rather than on blue. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What were you referring to? 

Mr. Rose: I may be wrong, but there were two rectangu¬ 
lar strips of paper. It looked as though they were pasted 
on. I did not examine them. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I did not examine that. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I did. They were simply pieces of 
paper where the blueprint was not brought out chemically. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You mean, they were not pieces 
of paper fixed on? 

Mr. Moore: Oh, no. 

15895 Q. (By Mr. Rose) You testified, I believe, that 
one night during the strike, together with other rep¬ 
resentatives you had a report of the result of some inci¬ 
dent with two policemen, that two policemen had been 
killed. Do you recall that? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Did you ever learn that that was so? A. Yes. I 
learned that it was not so on that particular night, that 
there were not two policemen killed. One policeman was 
injured and one or two others were injured. 

Q. Did you learn that one or two others were men on 
strike? A. I do not recall whether both of them were on 
strike or one of them was on strike. In fact, I would not 
know whether they were on strike or not. 

Mr. Rose: No further questions. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I have one or two questions. 

Examination by the Chair 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) You testified, I believe, 
Mr. Evans, that on June 18th, I believe is the date, you 
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paid $5,300.33 to Mr. Adams of the Pennsylvania Railroad 
for tear gas delivered by the Federal Laboratories to the 
City of Johnstown. What is his first name, by the 
way? A. Charles Adams. 

15896 Q. Do you know where he lives? A. He lives in 
Pittsburgh, I believe. I am not certain. 

Q. And I think you also testified you had never checked 
with anyone to find out whether that gas had, in fact, been 
delivered. That was prior to the time of payment? A. Yes. 

Q. After you made the payment to Mr. Adams, did you 
notify Mayor Shields that you had made such payment? 
A. I did not. 

Q. Did you inform anyone connected with the City of 
Johnstown, that is, any city official? A. I did not. 

Q. Well, do you know whether Mr. Ellicott or anyone 
else connected with the Bethlehem Steel Company notified 
Mayor Shields to that effect? A. No, I do not. 

Q. Do you know whether he notified any of the city of¬ 
ficials? A. No, I do not. 

Q. Do you know if anyone connected with Bethlehem 
Steel Company notified anyone connected with the City of 
Johnstown that Bethlehem Steel Company had paid 

15897 for tear gas delivered to the City of Johnstown by 
the Federal Laboratories? A. No, I do not. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all. Mr. Moore—-just 
one other question. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Did you ever receive 
a receipted bill from Federal Laboratories for the payment 
made bv vou to Mr. Adams ? A. I did not. 

•f + 

Q. Do you know for a fact whether or not Mr. Adams 
ever delivered that money to the Federal Laboratories? 
A. No, I do not. 

Q. Have you ever seen Mr. Adams since that time ? A. I 
might have seen Mr. Adams within a few days after that 
time, but I haven’t seen Mr. Adams for some months. 

Q. Did you ever discuss the matter with him after that 
date? A. No, I did not. 

Q. Do you know whether either Mayor Shields or anyone 
else connected with the City of Johnstown ever received 
a receipted bill or bills from the Federal Laboratories for 
this payment? A. No, I do not know it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all. Mr. Moore. 
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15898 Redirect Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, referring to the sale of 
the ballot boxes and booths to the Plan here at the Cam¬ 
bria Plant, I believe you said that the sale was made at 
the request of the Plan, or the Rules Committee under the 
Plan? A. That is right. 

Q. What was done with reference to finding out what 
the booths and ballot boxes were worth, what the fair price 
would be? A. I asked our engineering department to as¬ 
sign one of their men to examine those booths and ballot 
boxes and to determine and give me a report on what the 
salvage value of that material would be to the company, 
inasmuch as the material had no utility value to the com¬ 
pany, and only had a salvage value. 

That report, that examination, was made and a report 
was made to me indicating that the salvage value of the 
material was something less than $10. I believe somewhere 
around $8.50. 

Q. Well, I am not quite sure whether you said that you 
determined that they were only salvage value or whether 
that is what the property man said, whoever it w r as? A. 
The man assigned to make the investigation. 

15899 Q. Your instructions to him "were to investigate 
and report to you what the ballot boxes and the 

booths were worth? A. That is correct. 

Q. What was the name of the man whom you asked to 
investigate and make the report? A. Mr. Jordan. 

Q. Do you remember his name or initials? A. W. M. 
Jordan. 

Mr. Moore: Will you mark this for identification, Mr. 
Reporter? 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
Respondents’ Exhibit No. 193 for Identification.) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, I show you Respondents’ 
Exhibit 193 for Identification, and ask you if that is the 
report to which you just referred having been made by Mr. 
Jordan? A. That is the report to which I referred. 

Q. That was made to you on or about what date? A. 
February 25, 1938. 
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Mr. Moore: I offer in evidence, Mr. Examiner, Respon¬ 
dents J Exhibit 193 for identification, as Respondents’ Ex¬ 
hibit 193. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you object? 

Mr. Rose: No objection. 

15900 Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, it may be re¬ 
ceived as Respondents’ Exhibit 193. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I think I might say right 
at this point that I had contemplated that this exhibit and 
a number of other papers the witness has referred to 
would be included in our stipulation with respect to the 
elections in 1938. However, if that is not to be the case, I 
will have to ask for a little time to get the papers over 
here. I do not think we should try to have two bites of 
the cherry, so to speak. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If you have not prepared for 
this part of the examination, I do not think there is any 
particular point in trying to fumble around. Obviously, 
a preparation would save time. If you want to include 
that in the stipulation you might do so, although it was not 
my understanding that we had contemplated that. 

Mr. Moore: It is clearly related to the election of 1938. 
I did not object to the question -when it was raised, and I 
said only a few minutes ago— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not prepare the stipula¬ 
tion and submit it to the Board’s counsel, and it may not 
be necessary to recall any witnesses or work up that block 
of testimony as you described. 

Then, if it is impossible to agree on the stipula- 

15901 tion, you may put in that one block of testimony. 
You might not recall Mr. Evans. I don’t know. 

Mr. Moore: We have been working on it, but haven’t 
had time to work it up in definite form. This paper—there 
is no doubt about it, and I intended it go into evidence. 
It is in the handwriting of one man, and it seems clear 
that it is in the handwriting of Mr. Jordan, although I 
did not ask the witness if that is the fact. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that the fact? 

The Witness: Yes. That is Mr. Jordan’s handwriting. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is, the whole document? 

The Witness: Yes. The whole document. 
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(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked 4 ‘Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit 193 for Identification,” received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) You made some statement in re¬ 
sponse to an inquiry by counsel for the Board that the 
Bethlehem Reviews were handed to the men in the plant. 
Can you tell me a little bit more—sometimes you said they 
were handed, and other times you said they were mailed. 
I am referring; to the statement handed to the men in 
the plant. Can you be a little more definite about what 
you mean there? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You mean, describe the pro¬ 
cess? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. What I have in mind is this: That 
would imply that someone respresenting the corn- 

15902 panv actually handed them out, is that correct? Or, 
were they put somewhere where they could be gotten ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I imagine the word to bring 
it to Mr. Evans’ mind is to ask how they were distributed 
when they -were not mailed. 

The Witness: I really do not know the machinery 
through which the distribution was made except that copies 
were distributed to the departments and they may have 
been placed at certain convenient locations for the em¬ 
ployees to take, or they may have been, some of them, 
handed to employees as they came to the time card racks, 
or some such manner as that. 

I could not say definitely because I was not out in the 
plant, and actually saw them distributed; but the reason 
I said what I did, I was trying to distinguish between mail¬ 
ing them to the employees at the time and distributing them 
in some manner in the plant. 

15903 Q. (By Mr. Moore) Was there a requirement 
of some kind that a man should take one? A. No, 

there was not. 

Q. I think you said that Board’s Exhibit 17, which 
was that poster headed “A Message”— 

Mr. Rose: That is right. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) —was posted on the bulletin 
board and that that had been done pursuant to instructions 
or statements made to the superintendents. About when 
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was that message posted? A. About—around the 1st of 
January, 1937. 

Q. Do you know how long the message remained on the 
bulletin board ? 

Mr. Rose: Well now, Mr. Examiner, I must object to 
that. Exactly what is counsel referring to? There was 
more than one, as I understand it, posted in the plant. 

Mr. Moore: Well, they were all the same, I think. I 
want to find out how long that particular message remained 
posted in different places throughout the plant. 

Mr. Rose: I do not see how this witness can testify to 
that. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I withdraw the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Do you know whether or not any 
instructions were given with reference to that mes- 

15904 sage subsequent to January as to whether permis¬ 
sion should continue to have it on the bulletin board? 

A. There were instructions issued. 

Q. What were they? A. Instructions were issued that 
they should be removed from the bulletin boards some¬ 
where in the month of April. 

Q. Do you know whether or not any of them had in 
fact remained on the bulletin boards up to that time? A. 
I do not. The instructions were that if there were any 
remaining on the boards they were to be removed. 

Q. Do you know how long there has been what you re¬ 
ferred to as a printerv of Bethlehem Steel Company at 
Bethlehem? A. As long as I have been employed by the 
company. 

Q. Well, has all printing that has been done for the Beth¬ 
lehem Plant, or at the request of the Cambria Plant been 
done at the Bethlehem printery? A. No, not all of it. 

Q. You have had some printing done locally, have you? 
A. Oh, yes. 

Q. Is there any particular reason that you know of why 
the printing is done at Bethlehem, as distinquished 

15905 from having it done locally? 

Mr. Rose: I object to that, Mr. Examiner, as im¬ 
material and irrelevant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: It is a matter of economy, by having the 
printing done for a lot of plants in one printery. 
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Q. (By Mr. Moore) Do you know whether or not a 
charge is made to the plants locally for the printing done? 
A. Oh, yes. Any printing is ordered from the printery 
in the same manner as it would be ordered through an 
outside or local printing establishment, and bills are ren¬ 
dered by the printery to the establishment that orders 
the printing done. 

Q. I think you made some statement to the effect that 
the Plan, which is Board’s Exhibit No. 8, was printed at 
the Bethlehem printery at the request of the General Body. 
I was not quite clear in my mind what you meant by that. 
How was the request made? A. At the time that the 
amendments were made in October, 1935, I believe, the 
General Body requested me to have a supply of the Plans 
printed, and I ordered them in the regular way from the 
Bethlehem printery, and the plant was charged for them 
in the regular way. 

Mr. Rose: I did not get that word. Was it plan or 
plant? 

15906 Mr. Moore: The plant. I want to make it clear 
that the General Body had no contact with the 

printery at Bethlehem. It was done through Mr. Evans. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Now, Mr. Evans, let us try, if we 
can, to clear up the situation with regards the cash book. 
You stated, I believe, that the payments which you had 
made to the Citizens’ Committee as contributions to that 
committee were charged to manufacturing cost, and I think 
you said that that was shown in the cash book. Was that 
true in every case? A. I don’t think that I said it was 
shown in the cash book. 

Q. I am sure you did not mean that. A. What I did 
say—I did say they were charged to manufacturing cost 

That I know, by reason of my acquaintance with the ac¬ 
counting system of the plant, that that item was charged to 
manufacturing cost of the plant. 

Q. Well, does that mean that the account was closed at 
the end of each month, and then the particular items were 
carried to manufacturing cost, or would they be carried 
from day to day? A. No. They would be carried once 
a month only. 

Q. In other words, the items were, at the end of the 
month, carried to manufacturing cost? A. That is 

15907 correct. 
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Q. And when you said, as I believe you did say, 
that the entries were posted to another book, did you mean 
that it was that carrying at the end of the month to manu¬ 
facturing cost? A. I do not believe I testified, Mr. Moore, 
that they were posted to another book. I testified only as 
to the cash book. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think he said he did not see 
the other book, if I am not mistaken. 

Mr. Moore: Yes. I remember that. My note was that 
he thought they were posted to another book, but he did 
not see the other book; but I may have misunderstood. 

The Witness: As a matter of general accounting knowl¬ 
edge, they would have to go somewhere from the cash book, 
but I did not see the otheT book, as I so stated. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) But that going to the other book 
was at the end of the month? A. That is correct. 

Q. That was true of June and also of July? A. That 
is correct. 

Mr. Moore: May I see Board’s Exhibit 182, please? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which is that? 

15908 Mr. Moore: The meeting of May 27th. 

(Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit No. 182 was pro¬ 
duced.) 

Mr. Rose: That is Respondents’ Exhibit. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: May 27th is probably Respon¬ 
dents ’. 

Mr. Moore: Yes. I think it is Respondents’. That is 
right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that the one you wanted? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. That is the one I wanted. Thanks. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Evans, I am not sure that 
the record is clear as to exactly what was done in prepar¬ 
ing the list that is furnished to the No. 1 Committee—I 
think you said the Rules Committee—for use in nomina¬ 
tions or elections. Will you explain to us just what was 
done? What I really want to find out is who makes deci¬ 
sions as to whether or not a certain individual is or is not 
entitled to vote? 

Mr. Rose: Now, we have a few questions, Mr. Examiner. 
I don’t know which one— 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: The question is, in the prepara¬ 
tion of the list, who makes the decisions as to what names 
should appear on the list. Isn’t that substantially the 
question ? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

The Witness: The department superintendent or 

15909 their clerks confer with the Committee on Rules to 
determine whether or not certain positions which may 

be questionable, as to whether or not they should be con¬ 
sidered as supervisory under the Plan, and the decision 
of the Committee on Rules is the deciding factor as to 
whether or not they appear on the list. An ordinary 
laborer, or a man who is a regular workman in the plant— 
there is no question about those, and they go down on the 
list automatically. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Am I correct in understanding that 
the necessary information, in so far as it is within the 
knowledge of the company is furnished to the Committee 
on Rules, and with that information the Committee on 
Rules makes the decision ? A. Yes. 

Mr. Rose: I object to that, Mr. Examiner. The witness 
has not said that. Why don’t you ask him? 

Mr. Moore: I have. 

Mr. Rose: It is not the proper way to ask him. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He mav answer. 

The Witness: The decision as to whether or not a name 
goes on the list, where there is any question at all about 
that particular name is made by the Committee on Rules. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) You mean by the list, a list of those 
who are entitled to vote? A. That is right. 

15910 Trial Examiner Bloom: Was that the procedure 
in 1938? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Mr. Moore: Now, Mr. Examiner, is my memory correct 
that the record shows the number of members of the Cham¬ 
ber of Commerce? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I beg your pardon? The num¬ 
ber of members of the Chamber of Commerce ? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am pretty sure it does. 

Mr. Shawe: I think Mr. Campbell told us. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. I am positive of it—rea¬ 
sonably positive. How about you, Mr. Shawe ? 

Mr. Shawe: I am reasonably positive Mr. Campbell gave 
us a number, and I think he said Bethlehem ought to have 
more than forty. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is right. 

Mr. Moore, while you are running through your notes, 
do you mind if I ask two very brief questions? 

Mr. Moore: Do, please. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Evans, I think you said 
you gave instructions or that instructions were given with 
respect to Board’s Exhibit 17, the message, some time in 
April. Do you recall whether the instructions to 

15911 remove the message from the bulletin boards were 
given before or after January 12? 

The Witness: I think it was. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Just one other short question. 
Is there a printery at the Cambria Plant? 

The Witness: No, there is not. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all. 

15912 Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, on page 19338 it ap¬ 
pears that a question was asked, Mr. Ford raised 

the question—you asked the question as to what it meant 
and that led to a discussion as to time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That’s right, I remember that. 
Mr. Moore: But it doesn’t appear that the question 
was answered, that has been brought to my attention. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is true. 

Mr. Moore: I didn’t remember that that was the fact. 
Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, you mean the question, 
you mean Mr. Ford’s question? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which question is that, please? 
Mr. Ford: The last question on page 19338. 

Mr. Moore: You see, we, in subsequent questions, as I 
remember it, it was agreed— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: To use August 26th instead of 
September 8th. 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Mr. Rose: Didn’t you change it on page 19340? 

Mr. Moore: Well, the date appears in the next few 
questions as August 26th, and I think, I was under the 
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impression that we had agreed that the date would be 
August 26th instead of the words “at the beginning 

15913 of this case” on page 19338. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I thought Mr. Ford re¬ 
stated that at the bottom of 19340. Would you see the 
bottom there, Mr. Moore, or Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I understood at that time, Mr. 
Ford, that you were simply restating the question in the 
light of our discussion as to the date. Now, if you didn’t 
I would suggest that you simply ask the question again. 
No, I think it is a different question. Mr. Ford, why don’t 
you simply read the question that you asked on 19338 and 
which got lost in the fog some place, changing the language 
where it says, “Any time prior to the beginning of this 
case, any time prior to August 26, 1937.” 

Mr. Ford: Verv well. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Evans, did you or in so far as 
you know, did any other representative of Bethlehem Steel 
Company, or any representative of Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration at any time prior to August 26, 1937, discuss 
with or mention to Mr. Francis C. Martin, or Mr. Fulton 
I. Connor, or any other officer or member of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee anv matter in anv wav related to the 

t * * 

question as to the manner in which the contributions that 
were made by Bethlehem Steel Company to the 

15914 Johnstown Citizens’ Committee would or should be 
handled or were handled on its books or in the ac¬ 
counts of that committee? A. No. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, subject to the reservation 
I made this morning, that completes the examination, ex¬ 
cept that I wish to go over the papers with reference to 
the amendments that were made since 1923 which I think, 
but I am not sure, covered the amendments in 1937 and 1935, 
and I would like to have an opportunity to do that and call 
Mr. Evans first thing tomorrow morning. 

I don’t think it will take but a few minutes to cover 
whatever there is. 

Trial Examiner Bloom. All right, any objection to that? 
Mr. Rose: No, I have one or two questions I wanted to 
ask now. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Mr. Moore: All right. 

Recross-Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Since the nominations and elections 
held in March, 193S, where have the voting booths and 
ballot boxes been kept? A. They have been stored 

15915 at the request of the Rules Committee in a building 
in the Lower Works of the Plant, for which a bill will 

be rendered for storage charges. 

Q. No charge has been rendered up to the present time? 
A. Not as vet, thev have onlv been in there for less than 
a month. 

Q. Prior to the 1938 election, where were these voting 
booths and ballot boxes kept? A. Prior to 1938, elec¬ 
tions of 1938, they were the property of the company and 
were kept wherever the company saw fit to keep them. 

Q. Well, wdiere were they kept? A. At—in some build¬ 
ing in the Lower Works, I don’t recall just exactly what 
building. 

Q. Well, were they kept in the garage building? A. The 
ballot boxes were kept in the headquarters of the Rules 
Committee in the garage building, and they are also kept 
in that same place since the election, the ballot boxes. 

Q. You mean they are in the same place? A. That is 
the ballot boxes are. 

Q. You mean that they are now in the same places they 
were in prior to 1938 elections? A. They are in—that’s 
right, in headquarters for which we charge them rent. The 
booths are stored in another building. 

15916 Q. What is that? A. I say the booths are stored 
in another building. 

Q. Are the booths stored in the same place that they 
were prior to the nominations and elections in 1938? A. I 
couldn’t answer that question, I am not sure that they are. 

Q. I show you Board’s Exhibit 13, Mr. Evans, and ask 
you whether these minutes were mimeographed by the 
company. 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit No. 13 was passed to the 
witness.) 
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A. I cannot say definitely whether they were or not. I 
issued instructions at somewhere around that date to dis¬ 
continue mimeographing them. I couldn’t say whether 
those were mimeographed by the company or not. 

Mr. Rose: Nothing further. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore, anything further 
this afternoon? 

Redirect Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) With reference to the storing of 
the ballot boxes, tell me whether or not it is understood 
with the Plan, representatives of the Plan, whoever it 
may be, that a charge will be made for storing the ballot 
boxes, I mean, the booths? A. It is understood that a 
storage charge will be made for the storing of the 
15917 booths, ballot boxes being stored in the headquarters 
for which they are now paying the rent. 

Q. So that it is understood, is it, that inasmuch as the 
Plan is paying rent, no additional charge will be made for 
storing the ballot boxes in that room if they wish to have 
them there? A. That’s correct. 

Mr. Moore: Subject to the statement, then, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer, T made a few moments ago, that is all. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, ten o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 5:10 o’clock p.m., April 19, 1938, the 
hearing was adjourned to ten o’clock a.m., April 20, 1938.) 


15922 “Caption in Board Case designated as No. C-170”. 

R-177 

Banquet Room, Hendler Hotel, Johnstown, Pennsyl¬ 
vania, Wednesday, April 20, 1938. 

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing pursuant 
to adjournment, at 10:00 o’clock a. m. 

Before: 

Frank Bloom, Trial Examiner. 
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Appearances: 

Martin I. Rose, Esq., and Earle K. Shawe, Esq., 
(Washington, D. 0.), Attorneys on behalf of the Na¬ 
tional Labor Relations Board. 

Hoyt A. Moore, Esq., Alfred McCormack, E. Fontaine 
Broun, Esq., and Eugene E. Ford, Esq., (of the firm 
of Cravath, de Gersdorff, Swaine & Wood), 15 Broad 
Street, New York, N. Y., Attorneys on behalf of the 
Respondents. 

15923 Proceedings 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come 
to order. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, as we adjourned last night 
I stated that 1 would want to go over the problems pre¬ 
sented by putting in the amendments to the Plan from 1923 
on. I spent about two hours, perhaps a little more than 
two hours, after the adjournment, but I found it a very 
considerable job. It would mean arranging with the Plan 
to go back over all of the minutes that they have had, ex¬ 
amining those thoroughly. 

We were able to locate in the time I had only one, but 
there is evidence that there are a number of others. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You mean in the period from 
’23 to ’35 ? 

Mr. Moore: ’23 on, yes, there was quite a mass of min¬ 
utes as far as I can see and we did not, were not able to 
get ahold of Mr. Jones so that we couldn’t get access to 
the minutes. 

I think, therefore, that I will have to ask you to let me 
push that aside and put on a new witness this morning and 
some of the others will be working on the matter today. It 
may be possible that we can do it by night time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am inclined to think 

15924 that would probably be a more orderly way of doing 
it, if you would analyze all of the possible evidence 

on that entire situation and put it in as a block of testi¬ 
mony. 

Mr. Moore: I think it would be very much better to do 
that. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I think it would probably take 
much less time. 

Mr. Moore: There is no doubt about it, because I can 
see that 1 will have to call at least four witnesses and per¬ 
haps more. If we are going to go back over the ground and 
literally prove that the minutes are correct and put the 
minutes in showing these amendments, it would take a con¬ 
siderable period of time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, with respect to the min¬ 
utes, Mr. Moore, it seems to me that the procedure for the 
preparation of minutes has been rather thoroughly ex¬ 
plained in the record and I am inclined to think that if you 
would show the minutes to counsel for the Board, maybe it 
might be possible to agree as to the bona tides of the minutes 
without going through the necessity of proving each min¬ 
ute. 

Mr. Moore: Well, my idea of the thing is, I haven’t any 
doubt, I don’t know any more about it than Board’s coun¬ 
sel. but I haven’t any hesitation in saying to you now that 
I am perfectly willing to accept the minutes when 
15925 the secretary tells me this is the original minute and 
that is what the minute is, and take it right out, 
whether it is good, bad or indifferent, because all I want is 
to have the record show’ the facts. 

So, I mean, it is a question of getting together. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, frankly, I wrouldn’t like 

to take too much time w’ith proving the minutes again. The 

procedure, as I say, whereby the minutes were prepared 

has been rather thoroughly set forth and I w’ould assume 

that one or two, one witness, could probably tell us that the 

procedure was more or less the same, going back through 

the vears. 

* 

I say I don’t know’ and possibly you don’t know’, either, 
at this time, but that should be easily determined. I would 
prefer not to take too much time on that phase of it. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I can see how w’e can spend two days, 
for instance, on doing the work as to w’hich there is, I don’t 
believe, the slightest bit of doubt about the accuracy. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think w’e should be able to 
take care of that without much testimony. 

Mr. Moore: I think it is a typewriter’s job rather than 
the lawyers, or having a witness testify. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, as I understand it, 

15926 then, you are going ahead with another witness this 
morning? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, there is just one thing, two things, as a 
matter of fact. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Moore: There are two things that I wanted to clear 
up before Mr. Evans leaves the stand finally, at least we 
hope finally. Mr. Rose, you asked me yesterday if I would 
find out about the authenticity of this document. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there an exhibit number on 
that, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, it was marked for identification. 

Mr. Rose: It was marked for identification. 

Mr. Moore: It was marked for identification as Board 
Exhibit 294. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Thank you. 

Mr. Moore: I haven’t found any one here in Johnstown 
that knows about the document. It was too late last night. 
I will get ahold of somebody in Bethlehem, if that will be 
agreeable to you, at noon time. 

Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Mr. Moore: Personally I don’t think there should be 
any doubt about it, but I would like to inquire, and if I 
get a satisfactory clearance of the thing it will be 

15927 understood that it will go in as if Mr. Evans was 
still on the stand under cross-examination; is that 

satisfactory? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I should think so. 

Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Mr. Moore: The other thing is the two telegrams. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Haven’t we cleared up the tel¬ 
egrams ? 

Mr. Moore: No. 

Mr. Rose: The Harrisburg telegram. 

Mr. Moore: One sent by Governor Earle— 

Mr. Rose: That’s right. 

Mr. Moore: —to Mr. Grace and one sent by Mr. Grace 
to Governor Earle, I think, I am not sure whether the latter 
was admitted in evidence or not. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 
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(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

15928 Mr. Broun: Mr. Ellicott, will you take the stand, 
please. 

C. R. Ellicott a witness called by and on behalf of the 
Respondents, being duly sworn, was examined and testified 
as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Will you please, Mr. Ellicott, state 
your full name for the record and spell your last name? A. 
C. R. E-l-l-i-c-o-t-t. 

Q. What is your residence address, Mr. Ellicott? A. 
701 Tioga Street, Johnstown. 

Q. Is that in the city or in one of the boroughs? A. That 
is in Westmont Boro. 

Q. How long have you lived in the vicinity of Johnstown, 
in what we might call metropolitan Johnstown? A. About 
nine and a half years. 

Q. What is your occupation, Mr. Ellicott? A. I am em¬ 
ployed at the Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company 
at Johnstown. 

Q. How long have you been employed by Bethlehem Steel 
Company? A. Almost thirty years. 

Q. And how much of that time has been at the 

15929 Cambria Plant ! A. About nine and a half years. 

Q. Ever since you have lived in metropolitan 
Johnstown? A. That’s right. 

Q. Where were you employed by Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany before you came to the Cambria Plant ? A. I was em¬ 
ployed at the Bethlehem Plant of the Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. 

Q. Were you employed there at the Bethlehem Plant for 
the entire period of your employment prior to the time you 
came here? A. Yes. 

Q. Can you tell me what your first employment "was at 
the Bethlehem Plant of the Bethlehem Steel Company? A. 
I started with the Bethlehem Steel Company in July, 1908. 

Q. In what capacity? A. As a chemist. 

Q. And how long did you act in that capacity? A. About 
seven months. 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD- 7911 

Q. That would have been about February, 1909, would 
it not? A. That’s right. 

Mr. Shawe: Excuse me, Mr. Examiner. Did you say 
“chemist”, Mr. Ellicott? 

15930 The Witness: Chemist. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That’s right, chemist. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Well now, Mr. Ellicott, will you go 
ahead, please, from that point and describe the work that 
you did and the changes which took place and the kind of 
work you did for Bethlehem Steel Company, different po¬ 
sitions you held, up to the time you left the Bethlehem 
Plant? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Just make a narrative out of it, 
Mr. Ellicott, in your own way. 

The Witness: Well, as I said just a moment ago I 
started in July, 1908 as a chemist, and in Febuarv, 1909 I 
was transferred to No. 1 Open Hearth at the Bethlehem 
Plant. Later in that year I was made assistant to the 
superintendent of the Open Hearth. 

15931 Q. That is, later in 1909? A. Later in 1909. In 
March of 1912 I was made assistant superintendent 

of No. 1 Open Hearth of the Bethlehem Plant. 

Q. You had been up to that time assistant to the superin- 
tendant; is that correct? A. That is right; and on Janu¬ 
ary 1st, 1913 I was made superintendent of No. 1 Open 
Hearth. 

Q. Having been assistant superintendent up until that 
time? A. That is right; and in December, 1915 I was made 
the superintendent of No. 1 and No. 3 Open Hearths at 
the Bethlehem Plant. 

Q. That was a promotion from being superintendent of 
No. 1 to No. 1 and No. 3? A. That is right; and in 1917 I 
was made a division superintendent in charge of the Hot 
Metal Division, which comprised No. 1 and No. 3 Open 
Hearths,—The Blast Furnace Department, the Tool Steel 
Department, and the Merchant Mills. 

Q. That means, from December, 1915 to September, 1917, 
you were superintendent of the No. 1 and No. 3 Open 
Hearths ? A. That is right. 

Q. By “Merchant Mills” do you mean Merchant 

15932 Bar Mills? A. Merchant Bar Mills. 
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Q. How long did you hold that position? A. I held 
that position up until February, 1922. At that time the 
Bethlehem Plant started in the manufacture of alloy steels 
and other special bar steels. 

At that time, my particular job was to develop the alloy 
mills division, which was confined to the operation of No. 
1 and 3 Open Hearths, and the Bethlehem Alloy Mills. 

Q. And what was your position in connection with that? 
A. Division superintendent. 

Q. Division superintendent? A. Yes; that is right. 

Q. I see. How long did you hold that position, Mr. Elli- 
cott? A. I held that position until October, when I came 
to Johnstown. 

Q. October of what year? A. 1928. 

Q. Now, when you first came to Johnstown, to the Cam¬ 
bria Plant as I understand it, what position did you hold? 
A. Assistant general manager. 

Q. Of the Cambria Plant? A. Of the Cambria 
Plant. 

15933 Q. How long did you continue in that position? 
A. I held that position until August 1st, 1936, when 

I became general manager upon the death of Mr. L. R. Cus¬ 
ter, who was at that time, or previous to that time, general 
manager. 

Q. And are you now the general manager of the Cambria 
Plant ? A. Yes. 

Q. You have been general manager since August 1, 1936, 
as I understand it? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, Mr. Ellicott, will you tell me, please, what your 
duties are as general manager of the Cambria Plant? A. 
As general manager of the Cambria Plant I have complete 
charge of operating and maintenance of the plant. I am 
also charged to at all times maintain an efficient operating 
personnel, and through this operating personnel I, of 
course, have responsibility to make certain that the prod¬ 
ucts manufactured at the Cambria Plant are maintained at 
the highest possible standard, and also to maintain at all 
times inventories of raw materials and semi-finished ma¬ 
terials in sufficient quantity to satisfy the operation of the 
plant. 

15934 Q. Does that mean, then, Mr. Ellicott, that you are 
in full charge of all the business transactions at the 
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Cambria Plant by the Bethlehem Steel Company? A. Ab¬ 
solutely. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you attend a meeting of the General 
Body under the Plan of Employees’ Representation at the 
Cambria Plant on June 11, 1937 ? A. I did. 

Q. Do you happen to know how the meeting came to be 
called? A. I requested that meeting through a request 
made to Mr. S. D. Evans that he, in turn, request the chair¬ 
man of the General Body to call that meeting. 

Q. "Were there any other representatives of management 
other than yourself present at the meeting? A. Yes, Mr. 
Hough and Mr. Evans went to the meeting with me. 

Q. Mr. R. E. Hough? A. Mr. R. E. Hough and S. D. 
Evans. 

Q Did you make any statement to the meeting? A. Yes, 
I did. 

Q. Will you tell me, please, what it was you said to the 
meeting, as well as you can remember? A. Well, I had this 
meeting called for the reason I wanted to give the repre¬ 
sentatives my impression of a news article I saw in 
15935 the morning Democrat. 

Q. Of that day? A. That morning of June 11th. 
This news article I referred to made some comment on the 
railroad strike of the Conemaugh & Blacklick Railroad 
which had become effective on Friday night, June 10th, at 
11:00 p. m. 

This same news article contained a statement that there 
would be a strike called at eleven o’clock p. m. that night. 

Q. What sort of a strike? A. Of employees of the Cam¬ 
bria Plant. 

Q. Steel Plant? A. That is right. I told the men that 
were present at that meeting that I had no idea whether 
the strike would be called or not. I further told them that 
from all the stories I had had from the individual superin¬ 
tendents out in the plant, that the men in their respective 
departments had been making numerous inquires as to 
whether there would be—if there would be a strike called, 
whether they would have the privilege to work, and they in¬ 
dicated to the superintendents that they did not want to 
strike. 

I also told these men that I had spent considerable time 
out in the mill and had been approached by a number of 
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the men. Practicaly one hundred per cent said that 

15936 they did not want to strike. T told the men then that 
irrespective as to whether the strike were called at 

eleven p. in. that night, we had decided that we were going 
to work, and I mentioned to them that the only other alterna¬ 
tive, if we were not going to keep the plant open, would be 
to shut down, just like other steel plants in the country had 
done when they were threatened with strike difficulties. 

1 also told the men that Mayor Shields had called me, 
saying that there was going to he a strike called at eleven 
p. m. that night. The Mayor told me at that time that his 
position was going to he absolutely neutral, that he did not 
propose to allow the Cambria Plant to import strike 
breakers, and in the same way he would not allow the 
C. I. O. to import professional pickets, and 1 told them fur¬ 
ther that the Mayor had told me in no uncertain terms 
that he was going to use every effort to maintain law and 
order, and to protect his citizens of the entire Johnstown 
community from intimidation, violence and coercion. 

T concluded my remarks with a Hat statement that I (irmly 
believe that our plant will continue to operate. That is 
about the substance of my remarks. 

Q. Xow. did you stay in the meeting throughout 

15937 the entire meeting, till it ended? A. Xo. T think 
both P. K. Hough and Mr. Kvans made some re¬ 
marks. and as soon as the last speaker had finished, we 
left the meeting. 

O. That is, before the meeting had elided? A. Yes. 

( t ). After you had left the meeting, do you remember what 
you did or where you went ? A. Of course, 1 don't remem¬ 
ber in detail just what we did. We probably stopped eating 
in Mr. Keans* room and finally Mr. Hough followed me into 
my room. 

< L >. That is. your office, is it? A. My office. 

O. Is that located. Mr. Kllicott, in the general office* build¬ 
ing on Locust Street? A. Yes. 

( c >. Xow. go ahead, please, sir. I interrupted you. You 
said you had got in your room. Mr. Hough was with you, 
was he? A. Yes, I said that. 

1593S ( t >. Do you know a man named Janies Custer? 

Yes, 1 do. 


A. 
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Q. Was lie, do you know, a member of the General Body 
at that time? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you see him again on that day after the meeting 

of the General Bodv? A. Yes, 1 did. It was while Mr. 

* * 

Hough was still in my office. I noticed M r. Custer standing 
in the doorway. 

Q. Of your office? A. Of mv office; and I asked Mr. Cus¬ 
ter whether he wanted to see me. He told me that he 
would like to see me for a few minutes, and I invited him 
in, asked him if he would have a chair, and then asked just 
what was on his mind. Tie said—he then told me that he 
would like me to write a notice for him. I said—I then 
asked him just what he meant. He says, “Well, I don’t 
want to strike, and I would like to let the men in the Open 
Hearth know just where I stand." 

( c ). Did he work in the Open Hearth? A. Yes, craneman 
in the Open Hearth. 

( t ). Go ahead, please. A. I told Custer then, “Well 

15939 why not go ahead and write your notice?” 

He then said to me that is why lie came in. lie did 
not have an education sufficient to write a notice of that 
kind. 

! told him there was certainly nothing difficult about it 
if he knew what he wanted to say. 

I said, “What is on your mind?” 

He said: “Well, we do not want to strike.” 

1 then called for my secretary and asked him to furnish 
Mr. (’uster with some ordinary office stationery and a pen¬ 
cil, which he did, and gave it to Mr. Custer. 

I then invited Mr. Custer to move up to my desk and 
to proceed with his notice. He took the sheet of paper, 
wrote the word “notice" on the top of the sheet, and put 
down the words, “We do not want to strike.” 

1 made the comment then, “I do not see how anybody 
could do better than that," and he said, “Well, I don’t 
know whether I can spell out Ihe words." 

I then told Custer to finish his notice and that I would call 
my secretary and help him out with the spelling. 

(,). You mean, have the secretary help him with the spell¬ 
ing? A. Have the secretary help him with the spelling. I 
haven't any idea what the rest of that notice con- 

15940 tained, and after Mr. (’uster had finished writing and 
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signed tiie notice, T called for my secretary and asked 
him if lit* would check the notice with Custer and make sure 
that the spelling was correct; so Mr. Custer left my office 
with the secretary, and I never saw him after that. 

Q. You said you asked your secretary to bring in some 
ordinarv office stationery. What would that be? What 
was it? A. I don't know how the sizes of the office sta¬ 
tionery are classified. 

Q. Was it a plain paper or did it have Bethlehem Steel 
Company on it? A. Plain paper. 

Q. When you said that you did not see Custer after that, 
Mr. Ellicott, you mean after that on that day? A. I did 
not see Custer after that day, and I do not recall seeing 
Custer from that time up to this. 

15941 Q. Did you at that conference, or at any other 
time, say to Mr. Custer in words or substance, “Put 
this on the notice. Stick to your jobs. We will have pro¬ 
tection'’? A. No. 

Q. Did you at that conference or at any other time tell 
Custer what he should write on the notice? A. I did not. 

Q. Did Custer ask you whether you thought that the 
statement, “I am opposed to a sympathy strike” would be a 
good idea for the notice, and did you say, “Fine,” or any¬ 
thing to that effect? A. I never said anything to that ef¬ 
fect, and I don’t know as I made any comment whatever. 
In fact, I am positive that I did not. 

Q. Except that you say he wrote, “I don’t want to strike” 
—all right. A. I know that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Will you read back, Mr. Re¬ 
porter, please, Mr. Broun’s question? Will you see if that 
is what you meant, Mr. Broun? It sounded as though a few 
words were dropped out of it. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 


Mr. Broun: What I intended to say, Mr. Exam- 
15942 iner, was this. Mr. Ellicott testified that when Mr. 

(hister wrote on the notice, “We do not want to 
strike”, he said, “you got that all right,” or something to 
that effect. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Is that what you understood me to 
mean? A. Yes. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: You said something in there, 
hut I think the words are still up your sleeve. 

Mr. Broun: You mean, in the second question or the 
first question? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The first question. 

Mr. Broun: I think I fumbled the words. Thank vou. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am positive the reporter could 
not get it because I did not get it. 

(*). (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, did you have any con¬ 
ference with Sheriff Michael #J. Boyle of Cambria County 
within the first two or three days before the strike was 
called at the Cambria Plant, or in the first part of the 
strike? A. Yes. 

Mr. Broun: I will withdraw the question, please, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer, for the moment. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

15948 (The reporter repeated the last question as above 
set forth.) 

Mr. Broun: I have got two questions. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think you had better rephrase 
it. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, the question has been withdrawn, 
hasn’t it? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, did you have a confer¬ 
ence with Sheriff Michael J. Boyle of Cambria County 
within the first two or throe days after the strike began? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. What day was that conference held? A. Sunday 
morning. 

Q. Did you— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Pardon me, Mr. Broun, I assume 
that when you said “the strike”, you are now referring to 
the steel strike? 

Mr. Broun: The steel strike that began on June 11th. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Did you so understand. Mr. Elli¬ 
cott? A. That’s right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ellicott, when Mr. Broun, 
or counsel, used the word “strike”, unless they specify some 
other strike you will assume they are referring to the steel 
strike. 


7918 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD* 


15944 The Witness: That is the only one I know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The reason I mentioned 

that is because Mr. Ellicott did say something about the 
railway strike. 

Mr. Broun: Yes, I think so. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: So the record will be clear. 
Mr, Broun: I think it is a valid presumption if we refer 
to the strike, we mean steel strike. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I would assume as much, but 1 
just wanted to make sure the witness understands. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Did you give me the date of the 
Sunday that you referred to? A. June 13th. 

Q. 1937? A. That’s right. 

Q. Do you know about what time on that day, Mr. Elli¬ 
cott, that the conference was held? A. As I remember it 
was about nine o’clock in the morning of Sunday, June 13th. 

Q. Well, will you tell me how the conference came to be 
held ? A. That conference was prompted by two newspaper 
articles. The Saturday morning edition of the Johnstown 
Democrat contained a news article that there would pos¬ 
sibly be a sympathetic strike on the part of the 

15945 miners of the Bethlehem Mines located in Johns¬ 
town. 

Q. Was it the mines of the Industrial Collieries Com¬ 
pany? A. Yes, we have always referred to them as the 
Bethlehem Mines, locally, I think that is pretty generally 
accepted. 

Then on the evening edition of the Johnstown Tribune of 
Saturday, June 12th, there was another statement there in 
which it was noted that the mine Locals were scheduled to 
have meetings some time that afternoon or evening in which 
they would possibly take a strike vote. 

On early Sunday morning— 

15946 Q. This is the 13th? A. June 13th. After I had 
completed a trip around to the various departments 

of the plant, I returned to my office and had my secretary lo¬ 
cate Sheriff Boyle. When we finally had Sheriff Boyle on 
the telephone I told Sheriff Boyle that I was anxious to 
see him and asked him if he would come to my office, which 
he agreed to do. 

Accordingly about nine o’clock the Sheriff came to see 
me. 
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Q. Now will you go ahead and tell us what took place? 
A. I told the Sheriff that I was particularly anxious about 
the police protection in Franklin Boro, inasmuch as the 
greater part of our plant is located in Franklin Boro. The 
Sheriff then suggested that it might be advisable to have 
Mayor Shields come into the conference because he realized 
that he had to work along with Mayor Shields in order to 
obtain the maximum results in controlling law and order. 

Q. Was Mayor Shields called? A. I agreed with the 
Sheriff that it was a good suggestion, and the Sheriff then 
called Mayor Shields at his home on the telephone stating 
that he was in my office and he would like if the Mayor 
could join the conference. 

15947 The Mayor then said that he had been up late that 
night and that he did not have his breakfast and it 

would probably be some time before he could get to my 
office. 

Q. Was that what Sheriff Boyle told you that the Mayor 
had said? A. Yes, 1 then told the Sheriff to invite the 
Mayor over and have breakfast in my office, because the 
Sheriff had previously said that he had not had his break¬ 
fast. While we were waiting for the Mayor— 

Q. You hadn’t had yours, either, or you had not? A. No, 
I had not. 

Q. Now before the Sheriff called the Mayor, was any¬ 
thing said about the number of special deputies that the 
Sheriff had available for police protection in Franklin Boro 
and elsewhere in the county? A. We talked about that, but 

not until Mavor Shields came into the conference. 

♦ 

Q. I see, will you go ahead, please, Mr. Ellicott? A. 
While we were waiting for the Mayor, Sheriff Boyle indi¬ 
cated to me the difficult time he had carrying on his work 
in connection with his police duties due to not having office 
facilities in Johnstown. Well, J could immediately appre¬ 
ciate that and I told Sheriff Boyle that I was satisfied to 
give him office space in the general office of the Cam- 

15948 bria Plant. In fact, I definitely suggested that I 
would turn Mr. R. E. Hough’s office over to him for 

his use. 

While we were discussing office facilities Mayor Shields 
came in and I told the Mayor the offer that I had made to 
Sheriff Boyle. The Mayor then said that it would probably 
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be more convenient if he would take space in the Public 
Safety Building where he would have momentary contact 
with Chief Klink and other members of the city police force. 
Actually I don't know what Sheriff Boyle did, I know he did 
not accept my offer of Ralph Hough’s office and whether he 
accepted the offer of Mayor Shields I don’t know. 

Now, then, when the Mayor came in I told Sheriff Boyle 
that I was postitive that we did not have adequate police 
protection in Franklin, and I suggested to Sheriff Boyle that 
he deputize a number of our watchmen. I don’t recall just 
what the number may have been, it may have been three 
men on a shift, three shifts per day, which would total 
eighteen men. 

Q. Well, how do you arrive at that? A. Three men on a 
shift for each shift at the Lower Franklin Gate, and the 
same number for the Upper Franklin Gate. 

Q. Oh, you asked him simply to deputize the watchmen 
at the two Franklin Gates? A. That’s right. It may 

15949 have been that 1 referred to two men per shift at 
each of the gates. In that event of course it would be 

twelve men. 

Q. Six at each gate in one case, and nine at each gate in 
the other? A. That is if I was figuring on three men per 
shift in one instance, and two men per shift in the other in¬ 
stance. 

Q. Then that would mean nine men at one gate if you 
were figuring three men to a shift, or you mean if you 
figured two men to a shift, is that correct, six if you figured 
two men to a shift? A. That’s right, at that time however, 
our watchmen were working twelve hour shifts, so again it 
is possible that if I asked for three men per shift it would 
be a total of six men at each gate or a final total of twelve 
men. 

Q. Well now, does that mean, Mr. Ellicott, that you were 
sure you did not ask for more than eighteen men? A. Oh, 
I am positive. 

Q. Well now, did you say anything else, or what did 
Sheriff Boyle say or the Mayor? A. Well, Sheriff Boyle 
said that he would refuse to do that. I then asked the 
Sheriff whether it would be possible for him to in- 

15950 crease the deputy sheriffs in his organization. He 
said that he had no appropriation for an increase at 
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that time, and that he had every assurance that he could 
requisition through Harrisburg State Police from the bar¬ 
racks in Ebensburg if the situation ever got beyond his 
control. 

Q. Was anything said about how many deputies Sheriff 
Boyle did have at the time? A. Yes, we discussed that, that 
was entirely part of our discussion—that was in the early 
part of our discussion where I made the comment that the 
three deputies in the Sheriff’s organization and the three 
policemen in the boro organization would certainly be in¬ 
adequate police protection. That was the primary reason 
for talking to Sheriff Boyle. 

Q. There were just three deputies? A. That’s right. 

Q. Under the Sheriff, and three policemen in Franklin 
Boro? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Now you say that that would not be sufficient protec¬ 
tion, in what sort of circumstances, Mr. Ellicott? A. In the 
event of a breakdown of law and order, that if we would 
have the protection of our employees and our property in 
Franklin Boro. 

Q. Well, prior to the time of the strike had there 
15951 been any real trouble, there had not, had there? A. 

No. 

Q. Prior to the time of the conference there hadn’t been 
any, had there? A. No. 

Q. But you were apprehensive, as I understand it, that 
there might be? A. With reference to the strike of the 
mines that brought on this conference—I thought I made 
myself clear earlier. 

Q. Well, I just want to make sure that we understood this 
thing, Mr. Ellicott. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Oh, I think the testimony is 
very clear. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Was anything else said by the 
Sheriff or by you or by the Mayor? A. Mayor Shields said 
that as far as conditions in the city was concerned he was 
satisfied that he could handle the situation providing condi¬ 
tions remained as they were. 

Q. And conditions in the City of Johnstown, I suppose? 
A. I am talking about the City of Johnstown. 

Q. Well now, was that the end of the conference? A. 
Yes. 
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15952 Q. About when did it end? A. Some time around 
noon, if I remember. 

Q. I believe you said Sheriff Boyle got to your office at 
some time around nine o’clock or about nine o’clock? A. I 
think so. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I have hesitated to object up 
to this point, and 1 don’t like to interrupt Mr. Ellicott, but 
I would like to have the story from Mr. Ellicott and not 
from counsel. 

15953 Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, 1 sec no point to the 
objection. Mr. Ellicott testified that the conference 

started shortly after nine upon the arrival of Sheriff Boyle. 
He has testified as to what took place since and I now ask 
him when the conference ended, and he said around noon. 

Mr. Shawe: There have been several occasions when 
counsel has suggested answers and I want, I "would like to 
have the story from Mr. Ellicott and I didn’t want to object 
for that reason, because I didn’t want to break up Mr. 
Ellicott’s trend of thought, but I would appreciate it if Mr. 
Broun would refrain from interjecting so much and sug¬ 
gesting answers to the witness. I think the "witness should 
tell us the story himself. 

Mr. Broun: I think Mr. Shawe’s statement is entirely im¬ 
material, we have a perfect right to develop questions and 
ask questions and Mr. Shawe has a right to object. He has 
no right to state that I suggested answers, which I have 
not done. 

Mr. Shawe: 1 have no objection to Mr. Broun asking 
questions as long as they arc proper and I have refrained 
deliberately from interrupting at all because I didn’t want 
to break up the witness’ trend of thought. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, try not to lead the 
witness, please, Mr. Broun, 1 would imagine that Mr. 

15954 Ellicott could tell us the facts without too much dif¬ 
ficulty. I think if you just ask the questions, I am 

sure Mr. Ellicott will tell us. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, had you had any con¬ 
ference with Sheriff Boyle at your office at any time in the 
year 1937 prior to June 13, 1937? A. No. 

Q. Had you had any conference with Sheriff Boyle any¬ 
where at any time in 1937 prior to June 13th? A. No. 
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Q. Did you have any other conference on June 13, 1937, 
aside from the one that we have referred to with Sheriff 
Boyle and Mayor Shields, with any one that had anything 
to do with the strike? A. Yes. 

Q. Will you tell us what that conference was and how 
it came about, please ? A. It was about 1:25 in the after¬ 
noon of Sunday, June 13th, when I received a telephone 
call from Mayor Shields. He told me that he had a request 
from Governor Earlo to meet him within twenty minutes 
at the Fort Stanwix Hotel and to be sure and have me with 
him. 

I told Mayor Shields that I would be at the Fort 

15955 Stanwix at that time. 

About twenty minutes later I met the Mayor in 
the lobby of the Fort Stanwix Hotel and we inquired at 
the desk as to where we might find Governor Earle. 

We were told that the Governor was still at lunch in the 
main dining room. The Mayor and I went into the main 
dining room, made ourselves known to Governor Earle and 
sat there with him while he finished his lunch. A short 
time later we left the dining room and went to one of the 
upper floors in the hotel for this conference. 

Q. You and the Governor and the Mayor? A. Yes. We 
either met in the conference room or a short time after that 
Sheriff Boyle and Mr. Van Sant and a Mr. Jones; these last 
two men were representatives of the Railroad Brother¬ 
hoods. 

Q. Were they introduced as that? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you remember their initials? A. I am not sure 
of it, that’s the reason I didn’t give them to you, I think it 
is H. C. Jones. 

Q. Might it have been C. W. Jones? A. It might have 
been any name as far as I am concerned. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is already in the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) All right, go ahead, please, 

15956 Mr. Ellicott. A. Well, Governor Earle inquired for 
Mr. Watkins. 

Q. Was that David Watkins? A. David Watkins, who 
■was a representative of the C. I. 0. and he told us that he 
had also been invited to the meeting and that he did not 
want to go ahead with the meeting until Mr. Watkins had 
arrived. We possibly waited twenty minutes or more. The 


7924 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD* 


Governor then indicated some degree of impatience and 
stated that he would proceed with the conference. 

In starting, the Governor made the comment that inas¬ 
much as the conference referred to labor matters, that he 
would like to state his position. He then told us that he 
was from a capitalistic family, had been raised as such and 
in his business experience he had served as a sales manager 
for some large sugar firm and that in this position he had 
conducted millions of dollars worth of business, all of 
which was handled on the basis of signed contracts. He 
made the further comment that the Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany certainly must carry on their business transactions on 
the basis of signed contracts, and he couldn’t understand 
why Bethlehem refused to sign a contract. 

Q. To sign a contract with whom? A. With the C. I. 0. 
The Governor then commented that the C. I. 0. was trying 
to carry on its work in a business-like manner and 

15957 certainly it would involve certain rules and regula¬ 
tions and in order that any agreement that the 

C. I. 0. may prepare to become effective, it should be exe¬ 
cuted on the basis of a signed contract. 

The Governor then asked me whether he had the right 
impression that the strike of the employees of the Cambria 
Plant was due to our refusal to sign a contract. Just then 
there were two other men came into the conference. 

Q. Who were they? A. They were introduced to me as 
field representatives of the Brotherhood. Their names 
were given as Mr. Von Domelier and Mr. Haller. 

Q. Will you spell those two names, please, Mr. Ellicott? 
A. I can make a guess at it. 

Q. All right. A. I think it was V-o-n D-o-m-e-l-i-e-r, and 
the other I would say would be H-a-l-l-e-r. 

After these men were introduced and settled down, I ex¬ 
plained to Governor Earle how each plant of the Bethlehem 
Steel Company was organized, in that each plant had a 
special management’s representative who looked after 
labor relations. 

I further told him that I knew the management’s special 
representative of the Cambria Steel Company— 

Q. You mean the Cambria Plant, don’t you? A. 

15958 —Cambria Plant, Mr. S. D. Evans had previously 
had some conferences with Mr. Watkins, that I had 
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no first-hand information what transpired at those confer¬ 
ences, but I felt reasonably certain that the question of 
refusal to sign contracts had not been mentioned. 

I suggested to the Governor that if he were willing I 
would call Mr. Evans and ask him to come into the confer¬ 
ence. The Governor indicated that that would be perfectly 
all right and I immediately called Mr. Evans on the tele¬ 
phone and asked him to come to the conference. 

Within a few minutes he came in. Mr. Evans had hardly 
been seated when I was called to the telephone, so I took 
this telephone message in an adjoining room. It was Mr. 
Hough calling me from Upper Franklin Gate. Mr. Hough 
told me that conditions up at the Upper Franklin Gate were 
approaching a riotous stage. He said the men coming into 
work were being insulted, there were fist fights going on, 
the men coming from the plant were being manhandled, 
men and women were shouting and that with the mob, 
which was then approximately fifteen hundred, still grow¬ 
ing, that if there was not something done promptly, that 
there was going to be a number of people hurt. 

I told Mr. Hough that Sheriff Boyle was in the confer¬ 
ence there with the Governor and the rest of us, and 
15959 that I would speak to him immediately. So I called 
Sheriff Boyle out of the conference room and told 
him what I had just learned from Mr. Hough. The Sheriff 
made the comment that the only thing he could possibly do 
would be to order some State Police in from Ebensburg 
and then said that he would talk to Governor Earle and 
arrange for it at once. 

He therefore called Governor Earle into the outer room 
and just what transpired between Governor Earle and 
Sheriff Boyle, I do not know because I left the room, but 
when the Sheriff and the Governor came back into the room, 
Sheriff told me that he had the authorization of Governor 
Earle to send State Police in from Ebensburg. 

It was probably twenty-five minutes later, I was again 
called to the telephone and Mr. Hough was on the other 
end and he said, 4 'They are just raising hell up here,” he 
said, "if there isn’t something done and something done 
quickly there is going to be a lot of people hurt.” 

I told Mr. Hough that the Governor had just a few min¬ 
utes before told—I am wrong on the Governor—the Sheriff 
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—I told Mr. Hough that the Sheriff had only told me a few 
minutes before that he had ordered State Police in from 
Ebensburg and that there was not another thing that I 
could do about it. 

15960 So I then asked the Sheriff Boyle to come to the 
outer room and told Hough to keep the line open to 

give the Sheriff an opportunity to get a first-hand story 
from Hough and also listen to the noise which was very 
audible over the telephone. 

So Boyle came out into the room, listened to the story 
and again said, “There isn’t a thing left for me to do, the 
only thing we can do is to depend on the State Police to 
restore order when they arrive.” We went back in the 
conference room. Governor Earle then— 

Q. Now, you had said, Mr. Eliicott, that Mr. Evans had 
come and then you were called out and then this second 
telephone call, you said, was some minutes later? A. 
That’s right. 

15961 Q. Will you go back, please, to the point that Mr. 
Evans came in and tell us, what, if anything, hap¬ 
pened in the conference? A. As soon as we all got back 
into the conference room, Governor Earle— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well now, where are we, after 
the first telephone call, second telephone call, or when? Mr. 
Evans came into the room— 

The Witness: Evans is in the room, right after Evans 
got there there was the first telephone call, then the second 
telephone call. Now we are all back in the room. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: After when, after the telephone 
call, second telephone call? 

The Witness: That’s right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Now, did anything take place in the 
conference, Mr. Eliicott, between the two telephone calls? 
A. No. When I got back into the— 

Mr. Shawe: Excuse me. Mr. Examiner, I don’t think 
that is hardly fair, how can this witness answer that ques¬ 
tion if he was out of the room ? 

Mr. Broun: Well* obviously, Mr. Examiner, I am not 
asking the witness to testify as to what happened when he 
was out of the room, but he didn’t say he was out 
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15962 of the room the entire time, as a matter of fact he 
said he left the Governor and Sheriff Boyle in the 

room while he went back into the conference room. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Frankly, this thing was all 
very clear, Mr. Broun, until you placed him back when Mr. 
Evans came in, I think if you would wait until he got 
through with this and then pick up anything that may have 
been left out, you will have a much more orderly story. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Now you go ahead, Mr. Ellicott, 
and tell the story, you have told us about Mr. Evans having 
arrived at the conference and the two telephone calls; tell 
us what else happened in so far as you know. A. When 
the Sheriff and I returned to the conference room the Gov¬ 
ernor asked Mr. Evans whether it was true that because 
of the Bethlehem Steel strike, or the strike of the employees 
of our Cambria Plant, was due to the refusal to sign a con¬ 
tract. Mr. Evans at that time said he had never refused 
to sign a contract. The Governor then raised a question 
as to whether the C. I. 0. had ever proven that they had 
enlisted the majority of our employees in the organization 
of the C. I. 0. 

Mr. Evans told us at that conference that he had never 
heard the number of men that were members of the C. I. 0., 
he had never asked about it and he wasn’t particu- 

15963 larly interested, that he had previously told Mr. 
Watkins that he was ready to meet with him at mu¬ 
tually convenient times to discuss topics of interest to our 
employees. 

The Governor referred to his early experience on the 
sugar business and again referred to, there was no reason 
why Bethlehem should not sign a contract. 

Q. With the C. I. OA A. With the C. I. 0. He further 
stated, that is the Governor, that contracts and peace were 
far more desirable than strikes and labor controversy. 

Mr. Evans made the comment that in his opinion he 
couldn’t see that the contracts that were established with 
the automobile manufacturers in the Detroit area had 
helped the labor disputes the least bit, and then he referred 
to the numerous sit-down strikes that held up production, 
robbed thousands of men of their employment and caused 
suffering among the families of the workmen. 
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The Governor then made the comment that he wanted 
to be fair and neutral and lend his assistance in every way 
possible towards the settlement of the strike of our em¬ 
ployees in Johnstown. I told the Governor it was our 
thought of being just as fair as we knew how, that we had 
told the men that our plant in Johnstown was in ex- 

15964 cellent operating condition, that we had a liberal 
volume of orders on the books, and that believing 

our men wanted to work we were going to keep the plant 
open and allow all the workmen to go to their regular jobs. 

The very fact that the first few days of the strike our 
men came to work on their regular jobs and maintained our 
normal production schedules certainly indicated that they 
wanted to work and would work providing this disturbance 
that happened at the Franklin Gate at 3 p. m. that after¬ 
noon did not seriously interfere with men getting into the 
plant and out of the plant, going to their homes. 

15965 Q. Did you say that, in effect, to the Governor ? Is 
that the situation? A. I did. The Governor then 

said that the policy of the labor leaders were to carry on 
their work without violence and coercion and counseled— 
told us that he had counseled against violence. He made 
the further comment that when you get large numbers of 
men in a picket line, it is practically difficult—practically 
impossible to control them. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose we take a brief recess. 
Had you finished your answer? 

The Witness: I just got a little bit more. May I finish 
that? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Go ahead. 

The Witness: The Governor then told us that he stood 
ready to offer his services at any time if we could get to¬ 
gether on some kind of an agreement or discussion that 
would lead towards the settlement of the trouble in Johns¬ 
town. 

Mr. Evans, management’s special representative, made 
a comment that he was ready to confer on any questions in¬ 
volving labor at any convenient time. The Governor then 
indicated that he was anxious to get back to Harrisburg, 
and the meeting broke up, possibly, around four 

15966 o’clock. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose we take a recess. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were resumed as follows:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Moore, as I understand it, Mr. Rose has made a check 
of the telegram sent from Governor Earle to Mr. Grace, 
the query on which was the time of sending. As I under¬ 
stand it, Mr. Rose, you satisfied yourself that the time of 
1:22 a. m. is correct? 

Mr. Rose: That is correct. 

Mr. Moore: Do I understand that you desire me to re¬ 
offer in evidence— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think it will be neces¬ 
sary. At any rate, Respondents’ Exhibits previously 
marked 120 and 121 for identification are at this time re¬ 
ceived in evidence as Respondents’ Exhibits No. 120 and 
121, respectively. Will you be good enough to stamp them 
now, Mr. Reporter? 

(Thereupon, the documents heretofore marked “Re¬ 
spondents’ Exhibits Nos. 120 and 121 for Identification,” 
were received in evidence as Respondents’ Exhibits Nos. 
120 and 121, respectively.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, after the conference 
which you described with the Governor had con- 
15967 eluded, did you and Mr. Evans leave the conference 
together, or not? A. Yes, we left the conference 
together, and in walking towards the elevator, Mr. Evans 
told me that he had been invited to attend a meeting of the 
group of citizens who were supposed to get together on the 
seventh floor of the Stanwix Hotel. 

Q. What else was said and done by you and Mr. Evans? 
A. Mr. Evans invited me to go with him to that meeting. 
I told Mr. Evans that I had other things to do, but I would 
go up with them for a few minutes; so as we walked into 
this room where these men were assembled,—I think I 
can name some of those people. 

Q. First, will you tell me whether or not Mr. Evans said 
who it was that had invited him, or asked him to come to 
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that meeting? A. Reverend Stanton gave him the invita¬ 
tion, I think, around noon of that day. Now, those present 
at this group were Reverend Stanton, Carl Geis, George 
Fiig, S. H. Heckman and there may have been several 
others. 

As I walked into the presence of these men, Reverend 
Stanton inquired of me as to whether I thought he would 
have an opportunity to see the Governor. I told Reverend 
Stanton that when our conference broke up, or just before 
the conference broke up, that Governor Earle had made 
the statement that he was anxious to get back to 

15968 Harrisburg and, no doubt, he was leaving the hotel 
immediately. Then Reverend Stanton asked me how 

things were going in the plant. I told him that everything 
had been going along lovely since the strike started at 
eleven o’clock Friday night; that we had been maintaining 
our schedules, and that up until I had the telephone conver¬ 
sation with Mr. Hough, I felt that we were going to go 
through without any interference. 

I further said to Reverend Stanton then that I was anx¬ 
ious to see Mr. Hough and get a first-hand story of what 
had happened. I was only in that meeting for a few min¬ 
utes. In fact, I never did sit down. 

So after telling the story about the trouble at the Upper 
Franklin Gate, I left the meeting. 

15969 Q. Was any action taken at that meeting while you 
were there? A. No. 

Q. Was anything said at the meeting while you were 
there about the formation of any organization, or holding 
of any further meetings? A. There was nothing said at 
that meeting while I was there because the remarks I made 
—in fact, I did all the talking. 

Q. Did you, or in so far as you know, did any other per¬ 
son representing Bethlehem Steel Company make any sug¬ 
gestion that that meeting be held? A. No. 

Q. Did you, or in so far as you know, did any other rep¬ 
resentative of Bethlehem Steel Company at that time have 
any idea that any further meeting or meetings were to be 
held by any citizens of Johnstown with reference to the 
strike? A. No. 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the question, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 
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Q. (By Mr. Broun) Did you, or in so far as you know, 
did any other representative of Bethlehem Steel Company 
suggest directly or indirectly that there should be any fur¬ 
ther meeting or meetings of citizens of Johnstown 

15970 with reference to the strike? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the question, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, on the ground that it calls for a conclusion. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Prior to the time you left the meet¬ 
ing with the Governor, which you have described, the time 
Mr. Evans told you of the meeting to which Reverend Stan¬ 
ton had invited him—that is, Mr. Evans—had you learned 
of any intention on the part of the citizens of Johnstown 
to hold any other meeting or meetings with reference to 
the strike on Sunday? A. No. 

Mr. Shawe: I object to it, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Did you later learn of any other 
meeting of citizens of Johnstown held on Sunday, June 13, 
1937 that had to do with the strike? A. Yes. 

Q. When did you first learn of any such meeting, and 
what, if you know, was the meeting about? A. There was 
a news article in the Johnstown Morning Democrat on Mon¬ 
day, June 14th, in which it stated that there was a meeting 
held at the American Legion Home on Sunday eve- 

15971 ning. 

Q. The preceding Sunday evening, the 13th? A. 
That is right. 

Q. Do you remember what, if anything, the newspaper 
article said about what the meeting concerned itself with? 
A. No, I do not. 

Q. Did you, Mr. Ellicott, at any time prior to the calling 
of the strike on June 11th, 1937, discuss with any resi¬ 
dents of Johnstown, or the vicinity, other than persons con¬ 
nected with Bethlehem Steel Company, what course of ac¬ 
tion would be followed or should be followed in the event 
of a strike at the Cambria Plant? A. No. 

Q. In so far as you know, at any time prior to the calling 
of the strike on June 11th, 1937, did any representative of 
Bethlehem Steel Company or any representative of Bethle- 



7932 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD- 

hem Steel Corporation, or of any other corporation in 
whole or in part owned or controlled by Bethlehem Steel 
Corporation, discuss with any resident of Johnstown or 
vicinity, other than persons connected with Bethlehem Steel 
Company, what course of action would be followed or 
should be followed in the event of a strike at the Cam¬ 
bria Plant? A. No. 

15972 Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Broun, aren’t these 
the same questions that Mr. Moore asked of Mr. 

Evans ? 

Mr. Moore: Yes—they are similar— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Are they different? 

Mr. Moore: Well, they are necessarily different in some 
respects, but they are similar. There are not many of 
them, however. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. Continue. 

Mr. Broun: On the record— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We were not off the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Will you tell me, Mr. Ellicott, 
whether in so far as you know at any time in the year 1936 
or in the year 1937, prior to June 11th, 1937, there was any 
discussion at any meeting of the Chamber of Commerce of 
Johnstown with reference to a steel strike at the Cam¬ 
bria Plant? A. No. 

Q. You mean, there was not, so far as you know? A. 
So far as I know. 

Q. Did you at any time in the year 1937 prior to the morn¬ 
ing of Friday, June 11th, discuss with anyone other than 
representatives of Bethlehem Steel Company what action 
would be taken in the event of a strike at the Cambria 
Plant? A. No. 

15973 Q. Other than the conferences that you have re¬ 
ferred to on Sunday, June 13th, and the fact that 

you dropped in for a moment at the meeting of the citizens, 
did you have any other conference or meeting on that day 
with persons other than representatives of Bethlehem Steel 
Companv that had to do with the strike? A. Yes. Yes, 
I did. 

Q. Will you tell me what that conference was, and how 
it came about? How it took place? A. It was some time 
before midnight on Sunday night, June 13th, when Mayor 
Shields called me at my office and asked me if I would come 
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over to his office to discuss certain phases of the strike 
with him and Major Adams. 

Q. Major Lynn G. Adams? A. Major Lynn G. Adams, 
in charge of Pennsylvania State Police. I told the Mayor 
that I would come to his office immediately. 

A short time later, after reaching the Mayor’s office, 
Major Adams, Mayor Shields and myself entered into a 
discussion pertaining to the difficulties that had been ex¬ 
perienced at the Wire Mill Gate at the eleven o’clock shift 
change. 

Q. On what day? A. Sunday, June 13th. 

Q. That same day? A. The same day. Mayor 

15974 Shields asked me if I knew of the disturbance at 
the Wire Mill Gate, and I told him that I had in¬ 
formation that there was considerable trouble at the gate. 
Major Adams said that he was also at the Wire Mill Gate 
and that there was a considerable disturbance. He told me 
that he had heard men in the crowd shouting, “This is our 
plant. We built it. Let us go in and take it.” 

He gave another instance where he heard someone shout, 
“Our money paid for this plant. We own it. All we need 
to do is go in and take it.” 

With the general commotion at that time, Major Adams 
told Mayor Shields and me that it surely gave indication 
that there were some Communistic leaders in the crowd, 
and that he detailed a squad of State policemen to to the 
Wire Mill Gate to assist the City Police to maintain order. 

Mayor Shields then raised the question referring to the 
elimination of the eleven p. m. shift change. 

Q. Well, had the shift been eliminated? A. No. They 
raised the question on the feasibility of eliminating the 
eleven o’clock shift change period. I told these two men 
that no doubt it could be worked out, but that it would take 
some study and planning. 

Q. Did Major Adams express any opinion one way 

15975 or another about it, or say anything? A. I was just 
coming to that. 

Mr. Broun: Oh. 

The Witness: Major Adams made the comment at that 
time that it would be certainly more feasible to secure the 
maximum protection if the eleven o’clock shift were 
changed, and— 
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Q. (Bv Mr. Broun) You mean, the change of shift elimi¬ 
nated? A. Eliminated; and—or, as it would enable them 
to concentrate their police forces on the two shifts, rather 
than divide them up on the three shifts. 

Q. Was any other reason stated? A. The Major told 
us that his experience had been that it is far more simple 
to control mobs in daylight than it is during the cover of 
darkness, due to the fact that a man or a group of men can 
run in and do violence or throw stones, or what-not, and 
then bury themselves in the crowd. 

Q. That would be at night time, you mean? A. Yes. 
That is what I said. 

I told Mayor Shields and Major Adams that if it was 
their desire that we eliminate the eleven o'clock shift, that 
I would get busy immediately to see what could be done. 
I explained to them that if we were to eliminate 

15976 the eleven o'clock shift, it would mean that the men 
going into the plant at three o’clock in the after¬ 
noon would necessarily need to take care of the two shift 
operation. I mean by that, they would have to take care of 
our operations on the three to eleven shift and the eleven 
to seven shift, which only means that the men going in at 
three o 'clock would have nothing to do until eleven o 'clock; 
then they would go on the job and work the eleven to seven 
shift. 

Q. You mean, half of them, don't you, that went in at 
three o'clock? A. Whatever would be required, yes, for 
the respective shifts. 

Q. Yes. A. I explained to these two men that— 

Q. Now, Mr. Ellicott, I am not quite sure that we have 
got the situation clear of what the men who would come 
in at three o’clock would do if you eliminated the change 
of shift at eleven. What men would come in at three 
o’clock? 

Mr. Shawe: I hesitated to interrupt, but I think, Mr. 
Examiner, that Mr. Ellicott should tell the story and not 
counsel. Mr. Ellicott is relating a conversation he had 
with Major Adams and Mayor Shields. I submit he should 
tell the conversation. 

Mr. Broun: That is exactly what I want, Mr. 

15977 Examiner. 
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Mr. Shawe: This does not make for an orderly rec¬ 
ord at all, Mr. Examiner, and after we get through read¬ 
ing it, we won’t know who is saying what. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that as much as you can re¬ 
member about the conversation? 

Mr. Broun: I want to know what he explained to Major 
Adams and to Mayor Shields, and I want to be sure the 
record shows it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: May I make this suggestion? 
I have difficulty in following Mr. Ellicott’s trend of thought 
■with these interruptions. Why not have Mr. Ellicott tell 
what he remembers, and after lie has finished, pick him up 
on certain points. I find the interruptions rather disturb¬ 
ing, but if you want to go ahead that way, go ahead. I know 
it -would be easier on the witness— 

Mr. Broun: The easiest way to straighten out something 
not exactly clear is at the time he is talking about that 
particular point. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Where he was talking about the 
Sunday afternoon conference, you asked him to go back 
to where Mr. Evans came into the room, and Mr. Ellicott 
started telling us something after the telephone conversa¬ 
tion. 

Mr. Broun: You charge me then with mixing up 
15978 the record as to what the witness testified— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am not charging you 
with mixing up the record. 

Mr. Broun: I did not take exception before, but I do 
now. The witness testified that Mr. Evans came to the 
conference. Almost immediately after Mr. Evans arrived 
he and Mr. Ellicott was called to the telephone; that there 
was Mr. Hough on the telephone: that he called out Sheriff 
Boyle who listened to the telephone, and that then Sheriff 
Boyle called out the Governor; that he and Mr. Ellicott 
went back into the conference room. He did not say how 
long he and Sheriff Boyle stayed in the outside room, but 
then they returned to the conference room and then he said 
about twenty minutes after the first telephone call there 
was a second telephone call and he went out and Sheriff 
Boyle went out into the ante-room. 

I wanted to know whether anything went on in the gen¬ 
eral conference while all of that was going on, and Mr. Elli¬ 
cott said no. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: But if you will look at the rec¬ 
ord, you will find that Mr. Ellicott, from his testimony, 
started telling us again about what occurred after he came 
back after the second telephone call, whereas you directed 
him to the previous time. Anyone examining this 

15979 thinks in chronological terms. These other matters, 
which may be important, should be cleared up in the 

record. I don’t think it makes for an orderly record if 
the witness’ attention is broken up by questions as you go 
along. 

Mr. Broun: I am talking about the incident at the Sun¬ 
day afternoon conference, and 1 asked him if anything had 
taken place in the general conference between the time the 
first telephone call and the time of the second, and he an¬ 
swered no, and then he answered no, and then he answered 
as to what happened after that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be, but I do think your 
witness would be able to tell his story more coherently if 
you permitted him to go ahead and tell us what he remem¬ 
bers, and then you can clear it up afterwards. 

Mr. Broun: Will you tell me, Mr. Examiner, as to what 
men Mr. Ellicott told Mayor Shields and Major Adams 
went into the plant— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The only suggestion I have, 
Mr. Broun, is that you let the witness tell everything he 
remembers about the conference, and when he has finished 
telling everything about it, ask him anything, any specific 
matters that may or may not have occurred. That will be 
much faster, and will help the record and help the 

15980 witness to keep his ideas clear. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Well now, let us proceed, Mr. 
Ellicott. You were telling us when this discussion between 
the Examiner and myself started, about what you had told 
Major Adams and Mayor Shields at the conference about 
what would have to be done if the 11 o’clock change of shift 
were eliminated. Will you start at that point and tell us 
what you said to them in that connection? A. I would like 
to know, Mr. Broun, whether I am clear that two groups 
of men had to go into the plant at 3 p. m. 

Q. I want to find out what you told them about that. A. 
Well, this group worked from three to eleven, and this 
group worked eleven to seven. 
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Q. And, would they both stay in the plant the same length 
of time? A. Yes. 

15981 Q. When would they go out? A. The seven o’clock 
a. m. shift, because that is in line with the suggestion 

that Major Adams or Mayor Shields or both made, to elimi¬ 
nate the eleven p. ni. shift, or the shift change under vio¬ 
lence, and have the shift change in daylight, seven a. m. 
and three p. m. 

Q. And is that what you explained to them? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Now, will you go ahead, please? A. I told these men 
that in order to do ihat we would certainly need to make 
provision to bunk and feed the men in the plant. Major 
Adams said he was thoroughly familiar with that, that we 
could not hope to do anything but just that. 

Mayor Shields expressed himself as realizing that it 
would be necessary lo quarter and to feed the men in the 
plant. I made a final statement at that meeting and told 
them that if that was their final decision, that the eleven 
o’clock shift should be changed, but I would get busy on it 
immediately and would notify them as soon as the eleven 
o’clock shift could be eliminated, and Tuesday night, at 
eleven o’clock, there was no shift change and the eleven 
o’clock shift change was eliminated from that time on, dur¬ 
ing the period of the strike and up to and including Satur¬ 
day night, June 19th, when Governor Earle closed 

15982 the plant by force at 12:30. 

Q. Does that mean that you had made the neces¬ 
sary arrangements that you toid Mayor Shields and Major 
Adams that you would have to make? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Having the men staying in the plant, bunking them 
and feeding them? A. That’s right. 

Q. Did Mr. Bergman speak to you at any time about 
eliminating the eleven p. m. change of shifts? A. Berg¬ 
man spoke to me about that Monday, June 14th. I, at that 
time, told him that we were working on the basis of elimi¬ 
nating the eleven o’clock shift and told him that Mayor 
Shields and Major Adams were responsible for the activity 
being pushed to the absolute limit in order to eliminate 
the shift in the first opportunity. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you at that conference with Major 
Adams and Mayor Shields that you have just described, 
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or at any other time, promise or state to Mayor Shields or 
to anyone else that no attempt would be made to feed the 
men or to maintain the men at the plant? A. No, I never 
made a promise of that kind, I do know that the question 
had been raised that we certainly hoped that our people 
here would not be feeding the men in the plant and get into 
all the difficulties that were experienced down in 

15983 Youngstown. 

Q. You say that they would or would not be? A. 
Would not. Newspapers were full of those discussions 
at that time, as everybody remembers, and in a conversa¬ 
tion with the Mayor T told Mayor Shields that we had no 
idea of feeding the men in the plant for the reason that 
he, Mayor Shields, had said repeatedly, newspaper items 
covered it a number of times, that the Mayor was going 
to insist on maintenance of law and order and I told the 
Mayor that if law and order is maintained, that there would 
be no occasion to feed the men in the plant, for I had re¬ 
peatedly told him that somewhere around eighty or ninety- 
nine per cent of the employees in the Cambria Plant here 
in Johnstown really and truly wanted to work, and the best 
indication of my assumption being correct is the fact from 
the time the strike opened on eleven o’clock Friday night 
there wasn’t a God-damn bit of trouble until the commo¬ 
tion started up at Franklin Boro. 

Certainly when I talked about that I reserved the right if 
we got into a jam we would feed the men in the plant, cer¬ 
tainly we would. 

Q. Then this conference you are speaking of now is be¬ 
fore the one with Major Adams, this conversation, was be¬ 
fore the one with Major Adams on Sunday night? 

15984 A. Probably eleventh, the eleventh to the twelfth of 
June. 

Q. Well, now, did you have any discussion with any one 
during the early part of the strike regarding the closing 
of any particular gate for all the shifts? A. The question 
of closing a number of our plant entrances was raised by 
Major Adams in our Sunday night conference, but— 

Q. The one you have just referred to? A. Yes, but noth¬ 
ing happened at that conference for the reason that the 
Major was referring to how simple the job would be if we 
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only had two entrances or three entrances instead of eleven 
entrances that we have in the plant, and there was no dis¬ 
cussion at all, no decision at all, to close any of the gates 
at that conference, but it was on Monday morning, June 
14th, I had covered all departments of the plant early in 
the morning. 

15985 Q. You mean you visited them? A. Yes, and I no¬ 
ticed a large crowd of pickets, men and women, at 

the American House Gate. I also noticed that there were 
only a few of the City police at that gate and no State 
police. 

Q. That is a gate to what, Mr. Ellicott? A. The Ameri¬ 
can House Gate leading into Gautier. Later on that morn¬ 
ing I met Mr. Bergman and he made a comment on the big 
crowd of people around the American House Gate, and 
raised the question as to why we should not close the gate 
because we had previously had the gate closed during slack 
operations. 

It meant somewhat longer distance for some of the men 
living in that territory to get into the Gautier Plant, and 
I told Bergman at that time that I was satisfied to close 
the gate, that he should go right ahead and close it, which 
he did, and that gate stayed closed for the balance of the 
strike. 

Q. Now, Mr. Ellieott, there has been some testimony 
given in the case with respect to alleged closing of the Upper 
Franklin Gate; do you know anything about that? A. I 
don’t know a thing about that other than on an early morn¬ 
ing visit to the Wheel Plant I noticed several wooden saw 
horses stretched across the street, that was some distance 
down the street toward the Upper Franklin Gate, 

15986 I -would say probably ten, fifteen yards from the 
intersection of Main and Locust Streets. 

Q. And on which street was it on? A. Main Street, and 
I knew nothing about what had happened there. Later on 
in the morning I met Bergman and asked him what he knew 
about it. He said the only thing that he knew was that he 
was told that the State Police had put those saw horses 
across the street to prevent automobile traffic going into the 
Upper Franklin Gate, that is all I know about it. 

Q. Do you remember what day it was that you saw those 
saw horses in the street? A. That was early in the morning 
of Tuesday, June 15th, 1937. 
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Q. Had you or in so far as you know had any one else 
who was a representative of Bethlehem Steel Company, or 
acting on its behalf, ordered or requested that those saw 
horses be put there? A. Not to my knowledge. 

Q. You had not yourself done so, is that right? A. No. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Reporter, may I have Board’s Exhibit 
279, please ? 

(Board’s Exhibit 279 was passed to Mr. Broun.) 

15987 Q. Mr. Ellicott, can you tell me about the watch¬ 
men’s force at the Cambria Plant, why you have 

one and what the duties of the watchmen are? A. The un¬ 
derlying principle of having watchmen at the Cambria 
Plant is to protect the plant and to protect the interests 
and welfare of our employees. Watchmen in the ordinary 
sense of probably, in the minds of most people, they sit on 
the bench and watch the property or something of that 
kind, or watchmen have very specific duties. We have 
watchmen at our plant entrances, that is, our watchmen, 
as you would expect, it is the duty of these men to check 
the men coming into the plant, checking automobiles com¬ 
ing into the plant, checking the number of men in the auto¬ 
mobiles, checking trucks, checking them out in the same 
way. 

We have a lot of material delivered to our plant in trucks 
and we have, I don’t know how many, automobiles carry¬ 
ing men into the plant on every shift. With all the auto¬ 
mobiles coining into the plant, our watchmen at the plant 
entrances, it is their job to park the cars. 

Q. Direct the parking, you mean? A. Direct the parking, 
which is a mighty important phase of handling automobiles 
into the plant, to avoid injury and smashing up cars with 
possible resultant damages. Our men also must keep 

15988 a record of the men passing out of one division of 
a plant into another, check them out and check 

them in. 

Q. The plant is not contiguous, the divisions are sep¬ 
arated, are they? A. Actually we have, 1 never considered 
it in just that light, but we probably have five steel plants 
here and call them one. In other words, they are separated 
by some considerable distance in certain instances, but 
the major duty of our watchmen is to protect property and 
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see that it is made safe for the men to come into the plant 
and carry on their regular employment. 

We have instances where our watchmen report bad roofs, 
for instance, where the slate is coming loose. We have had 
other instances where we had sheet iron siding that came 
loose and would be broken off by wind. We have other in¬ 
stances where our watchmen have followed up the chipping 
beds and the machine shops, followed up the mills, in other 
words, the hazards around a steel plant are immeasurable 
and we must depend on our watchmen to know at all times 
that the plant, the equipment and the facilities are safe for 
our employees. 

In addition to that we have a lot of our plant that is un¬ 
guarded by fence and we attempt in some measure to main¬ 
tain a patrol on it. 

Q. To keep trespassers out, you mean, and see that 

15989 no one gets in that shouldn’t be there? A. That’s 
right. 

Q. Do the watchmen have any duties in connection with 
use by the employees of safety devices, and the following 
by them of safety practices? A. Yes, that has been one 
phase of our steel plant operations that we have been fol¬ 
lowing intently for a number of years, the wearing of safety 
shoes, the wearing of goggles, the wearing of fireproof 
clothing in the Open Hearth, while the equipment, we fur¬ 
nish the men for their own safety, it is really surprising to 
see how many of the men refuse to wear their safety shoes 
or their goggles or their fireproof clothing just as long as 
they see that there is no one making the observation. 

Q. Do watchmen have any duties with respect to any pos¬ 
sible thievery? A. I would say they do, thievery, thievery 
is one of the major problems that our steel plant here has 
to contend with when there is a normal volume of business, 
or something like approaching capacity. We have a num¬ 
ber of variable materials around the steel plant. We have 
pig nickel, we have pig copper, we have pig zinc, tin, brass, 
and then in addition to that, with all of the automobiles 
coming into the plant, we suffer innumerable losses through 
men carrying bulk materials out in their automobiles. 

15990 So thievery is one of the very important factors of 
having watchmen inside the plant, especially on the 

outlying districts of the locations where we park the auto¬ 
mobiles. 
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Q. I assume the men at the gates have a function in that 
regard, too? A. I mentioned that previously. 

15991 Q. Yes, Mr. Ellicott, you referred to the fact that 
there are perhaps in effect five steel plants instead 

of one; you also said something about there not being much 
protection by fence; will you tell me a little bit more about 
that situation? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the form of the question, Mr. 
Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: All right? 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Yes, go ahead, please. A. Our steel 
plant from the western extremity to the eastern extremity 
totals eight miles. That eight miles of plant stretching 
along the valleys, I would estimate, although we have no 
figures, but it is the estimated figure that I have used re¬ 
peatedly, that we probably have a property line of approxi¬ 
mately twenty miles, and of that twenty miles of property 
line I doubt whether there is more than two miles, at the 
very outside limit, that is fenced in. 

Q. By a fence you included walled-in, in case of a wall? 
A. Or a wall like you have along at Gautier. I might say 
right here that just what we would do towards policing that 
property line would depend largely on the force that we 
have working. 

Q. The number of men working, as I understand, 

15992 has something to do with the number of watchmen 
that you have? A. Yes, and the thievery that may 

be going on. 

Q. Now can you explain, Mr. Ellicott, any more fully than 
you just did the reasons that increases of operations of 
men effect the number that you have on your watch force? 
A. What do you mean, right now? 

Q. Yes, you just referred a moment ago to the fact that 
when you had more operations you might have more men, 
and I just wondered what the relation was between the 
number of men working in the plant at any time and the 
number of watchmen, I don’t have any particular reference 
to the number of watchmen at any time, I just want to know 
the relation. A. Oh, undoubtedly there is a relation, it has 
always been our experience that the more men we have on 
the payroll force certainly the more watchmen you require 
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to cover the plant and to look after their safety, and here 
is a factor that no one can deny: if the operation of our 
plant in Johnstown would warrant taking on men, w^e will 
say, from a payroll of 5,000 men to 10,000 men or to 15,000 
men, each time you step up that number of men means that 
you are taking on an additional number of inexperienced 
men, and invariably that is when we have our great- 

15993 est number of accidents, which means certainly 
added protection to guard the interests of the em¬ 
ployees. 

Q. Added protection is necessary? A. Yes. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, I show you Board’s Exhibit 279 which, 
as you w r ill see shows the number of watchmen at the Cam¬ 
bria Plant on the 5th of each month beginning with July, 
1935 and going to August, 1937; now you have told us about 
the relation between the number of men employed and the 
number of watchmen and told us the duties of the watch¬ 
men; I call your attention to the number on January 5th, 
’36, and then the rather substantial increase to August 5th, 
’36, and ask you to tell me how you account for that? 

(Board’s Exhibit 279 was passed to witness.) 

A. Well, that is very easily accounted for, our opera¬ 
tions during that period were on the increase, and naturally 
we took on additional men and we opened up additional 
gates and with the men coming in at that time it -was neces¬ 
sary to secure the added protection for the plant and to 
avoid indiscriminate trespassing. At times of rapidly in¬ 
creasing force the men doing watchmen duty out in the de¬ 
partment are not so familiar with the men—I am 

15994 referring now to the new men coming in—and it re¬ 
quires certain additions to take care of that w’ork 

and again you have your automobile parking job with you 
at all times. 

Now Mr. Custer, who was living at that time— 

Q. L. R. Custer, the general manager? A. L. R. Custer, 
and I was the second man on the job and possibly not as 
familiar with the entire story on set-up, but I remember 
very distinctly that Mr. Custer was very much interested in 
seeing that we had ample protection in the plant at all 
times. 
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Q. Was there any particular reason that he was espe¬ 
cially interested at that time? A. Just a general move-up 
of our force to make our conditions safe in the Cambria 
Plant. 

Q. You spoke of indiscriminate trespassing; was there 
much trespassing, or any particular instances of trespass¬ 
ing, any men found in the plant who were not employees? 
A. There was no question about that, but on specific in¬ 
stances, other than the destruction of property, I don’t 
think I can give you specific instances, but it was along 
about that time we found that there was trespassing. 

I remember it was along in that time, I can’t give you 
the exact date, we had a large blooming mill stored on the 
the Williams farm, that is the area east of the 'Wheel 
15995 Plant. These bearings weigh, I don’t know, prob¬ 
ably fifteen hundred, two thousand pounds, how in 
the world they got them out I don’t know, but they were 
lost, they were stolen. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Two o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 1:00 o’clock p. m., a recess was taken to 
2:00 o’clock p. m.) 


16000 After Recess 

(Thereupon, the hearing was resumed, pursuant to re¬ 
cess, at two o'clock p.m.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come 
to order. 

C. R. Ellicott resumed the stand as a witness by and on 
behalf of the Respondents, and having been previously 
sworn, testified further as follows: 

Mr. Moore: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

There may be received in evidence by agreement of all 
counsel as Respondents' Exhibit 186-A, a series of docu¬ 
ments or maps which are more or less explanatory of some 
of the points indicated on Respondents’ Exhibit No. 186. 
Is that generally agreeable to counsel ? 
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Mr. Moore: Quite agreeable to us. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Will you mark this, please, Mr. 
Parsont, as Respondents’ Exhibit 1S6-A. 

Mr. Moore: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. Respondents’ 
Exhibit 186-A consists of fifteen separate documents 

16001 or maps which are numbered consecutively from 
one to fifteen, both inclusive, and all of the maps are 

enclosed in a folder. 

Mr. Shawe: I have three documents and I want to know 
if we should offer them now or later. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Shawe: At this time I would like to offer in evidence 
Board’s Exhibit 294 for Identification which, as I under¬ 
stand it, has been checked by Mr. Moore as to the authen¬ 
ticity, and I am advised that it is an authentic document, 
and was distributed to the employees of the company. 

Mr. Moore: I have made no such admission. I made no 
inquiry about it whatever. I simply inquired as to whether 
or not it was authentic. 

Mr. Shawe: I am sorry, then. I am informed by Mr. 
Moore that it is authentic. 

Mr. Moore: I object to it. It shows on its face that it 
was prepared in 1928, or at least not later than that, and 
on that account, it does not seem to me that it is relevant 
or competent to the case in any -way. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do I understand, Mr. Moore, 
that you made no inquiry as to whether it was dis- 

16002 tributed in any way at all? 

Mr. Moore: No, I have not. I do not remember 
ever having seen a copy. I asked my associates and they 
haven’t any copy, and I am not sure they ever had a copy. 
I telephoned to Bethlehem today and found out if it had 
been printed there, and that it w*as an authentic document, 
and I found out that it w’as. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: What does the term “authen¬ 
tic” mean in this connection? 

Mr. Moore: It was prepared by the company. It states 
on its face that it was distributed at an annual conference 
in 192S, doesn’t it? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, it does. 

Mr. Moore: I do not deny that. I am perfectly willing 
to concede that is the fact, but further than that I have no 
knowledge. 

Mr. Shawe: I am sorry, Mr. Moore. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The objection will be over¬ 
ruled. The document will be received as Board’s Exhibit 
No. 294. 

(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked “Board’s 
Exhibit No. 294 for Identification,” was received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

Mr. Shawe: I have some other documents which have 
been checked by Mr. Moore which I would like to 

16003 have marked for identification at this time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: 295, 6 and 7, Mr. Shawe, 
for identification? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes. 

(Thereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked Board’s Exhibits Nos. 295, 296, 297, respectively, 
for Identification.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore, Mr. Shawe at this 
time has offered Board’s Exhibits 295, 6 and 7 for Iden¬ 
tification. 

16004 Mr. Moore: Would you be good enough to tell 
me the dates? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Board’s Exhibit 295 for Iden¬ 
tification is apparently a Bethlehem Review of July 25, 
1934. 

Mr. Moore: 292? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: 295, and states on its face that 
it is a Bethlehem Review. 

Mr. Moore: That is July 25, 1934? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. Is there an objection to 
that? 
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Mr. Moore: Yes. I object to it on the same grounds as 
in the other case. It shows that it was printed prior to, 
and I assume any distribution made was made prior to the 
enactment of the National Labor Relations Act and under 
no circumstances can it be pertinent. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think it is a fair assumption 
that it was distributed prior to July 5, 1935, but inasmuch 
as it bears the date July 25, 1934— 

Mr. Moore: I say, to the extent that it was distributed. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. I think that would be a 
fair assumption. 

16005 The objection will be overruled and the document 
will be received, as Board’s Exhibit No. 295. 

(Thereupon, the document previously marked as Board’s 
Exhibit 295 for Identification was marked as Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit 295 in evidence.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then there is Board’s Exhibit 
No. 296, dated January, 1935 which states— 

Mr. Moore: Steel Facts. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: —Steel Facts. Is there objec¬ 
tion to that ? 

Mr. Moore: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, this one has at the top 
what I assume would be a check number, BX1149-A, and 
the name Jaime, Jose, or Jaime and then Jose M. 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct. That information is the 
name of Jose Jaime, who is an employee of the company, 
and that is his check number, 1149-A. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Does the record show that that 
is his check number ? 

Mr. Shawe: I am not quite sure that Mr. Jaime testi¬ 
fied as to that, but I discussed the matter with Mr. Moore— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any question about 
that? 

Mr. Moore: I am willing to take Mr. Shawe’s state¬ 
ment if he knows it to be a fact that that is Mr. 

16006 Jaime’s check number, and that that is the name of 
the Jaime who was a witness in this case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

Mr. Shawe: As I recall, someone told me that Mr. Jaime 
lost his check number, and they gave him another and 
added the letter. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: That is correct. One witness 
told us that an “A” after the check number means that 
a badge had been lost and when a duplicate is furnished 
they add the letter. 

Mr. Shawe: I am quite positive that that is his check 
number. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to the 
receipt in evidence of Board’s Exhibit 296 for Identifica¬ 
tion ? 

Mr. Moore: Same objection as in the other case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you question the fact that 
this was distributed to or given to Mr. Jaime by the com¬ 
pany? 

Mr. Moore: Well, I don’t know anything about it. I 
don't know how liis name came on there, and I don't know 
whether it has any significance at all. I told Mr. Shawe 
that I am perfectly willing to accept his statement for the 
record that Mr. Jaime received it in any way, w’hat- 
16007 ever the fact is. 

Mr. Shawe: The fact is that Mr. Jaime received 
Board’s Exhibit 296— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: 296 for Identification— 

Mr. Shawe: In the plant, and that when he received it 
his name was on it, together with the check number. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Objection overruled, and the 
document will be received as Board’s Exhibit No. 296. 

(Thereupon, the document previously marked as Board’s 
Exhibit No. 296 for Identification was marked as Board’s 
Exhibit No. 296 in evidence.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The last of the series, Mr. 
Moore, is the Bethlehem Review of March 5, 1938. That 
is, Board’s Exhibit No. 297 for Identification. 

Mr. Moore: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It will be received as Board’s 
Exhibit No. 297. 

(Thereupon, the document previously marked as Board’s 
Exhibit No. 297 for Identification was marked as Board’s 
Exhibit No. 297 in evidence.) 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Moore, is it further stipulated that 
Board’s Exhibit 297 was distributed to all the employees 
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here at the Cambria Plant through the United States Mail? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know that for sure, do you? 

16008 Mr. Shawe: I could not say for sure that it was 
distributed to all the employees. My information 

is that it was distributed to some of them. I could not say 
that every one of them got a copy. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know. My knowledge goes no fur¬ 
ther than this, that the question arose as to whether the 
Review could be distributed with propriety, and whether 
it was advisable in view of this case that the Review be dis¬ 
tributed to the employees at all. I advised that I could 
see no objection from the point of view of this case or any 
other case that if the employees desired it, there was no 
objection on the part of the company to furnish it to them. 
The question then arose as to how, and there were some 
statements made to the effect that it was believed that the 
employees would prefer to have it in their homes, and a 
discussion as to the cost was had, and it was decided, I be¬ 
lieve, that the cost was insignificant compared with any 
real desires on the part of the men, and if the men desired 
it, that the company should pay the cost of mailing it to 
their homes; but whether that was done or not, I don’t 
know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Possibly Mr. Ellicott could en¬ 
lighten us as to this recent one. I don’t know 

16009 whether Mr. Ellicott is too familiar with these mat¬ 
ters, that is, the distribution of the reviews. 

Mr. Moore: If he knows, I would be glad to have him 
tell us. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you know whether the 
March, 1938 Review was distributed generally to the em¬ 
ployees at the Bethlehem Plant? 

The Witness: I know it was distributed generally to 
the employees, and I know some of these reviews, we dis¬ 
cussed mailing to the employees. 

Mr. Moore: Do you know whether or not that issue 
was mailed? 

The Witness: I am not sure. I rather believe it was, 
but I am not positive. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: But you are rather sure that 
it was distributed generally to the employees? 

The Witness: Yes. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I think that should be 
sufficient. 

If there is nothing further, Mr. Broun, you may proceed 
with the examination of Mr. Ellicott. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

16010 Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, you have just 
told us about the increase in the force of watchmen 

at the Cambria Plant in July and August, 1936, that is, 
between June 5th and August 5, 1936; did the fact that it 
had been reported that the C. I. (). or the Steel Workers 
Organizing Committee intended beginning in July of 1936 
to make a drive to unionize the Cambria Plant have any 
influence on the management at the Cambria Plant in au¬ 
thorizing the increase in the force which you made? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the question, Mr. Examiner, on 
the ground it calls for a conclusion,—I will state my objec¬ 
tion over again, if you will, please permit me. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If you will, the car went by. 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the question on the ground that 
it calls for a conclusion and I submit that that is one of 
the issues in this case, and should be decided by all the 
surrounding circumstances and all the evidence adduced 
in this hearing and to have the witness give us a categorical 
answ r er, yes or no, doesn’t add anything to the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Go ahead, Mr. Ellicott. A. I do not 
think it did, I think that exhibit that you just showed me 
there is the best proof. 

16011 Q. Would you like to see it? 

(Thereupon, the document referred to was passed to the 
witness.) 

A. —that is the best proof that there was no connection 
with any organizing activities with the increase of our 
force, due to the fact that the force practically remained 
constant from July 5th, August 5th, until March 5, 1937. 

Q. That is August, 1936 to March ’37 ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That’s right. 

The Witness: Yes, if there were any connection between 
the increase of our force at that time and organizing ac- 
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tivities we certainly would figure that there would be other 
rapid increases due to all the difficulties that were being 
experienced in the Detroit area, where it was a daily oc¬ 
currence to have strikes, hold-outs, etc. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Have you finished your answer ? 
The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Broun? 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Well, Mr. Ellicott, does that mean 
that the force which you had in August was found sufficient 
for the purposes of the plant? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the form of the question, Mr. 
Examiner. 

Mr. Broun: —of protecting the plant—may it be under¬ 
stood that those words are added? 

16012 Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, he may answer. 

The "Witness: Well, the story on what a force of 

watchmen for protection is, whether it is ever sufficient for 
a given period, that is a question that is practically impos¬ 
sible to answer. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Yes, but my— A. For instance, I 
am thinking of what we term a base force. Now, a base 
force will be satisfactory for a given condition, a given 
rate of operation. Now, then, when we take on additional 
business or we have a greater number of men to supervise, 
look after, we have to look after the welfare and safety, 
T would say it was anybody’s guess as to just what would 
be a sufficient number of watchmen. 

We felt at that time that we had covered our plant in a 
fair condition. 

Q. Really, the only way you could tell is liind-sight ? A. 
That’s right. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, I show you again Board’s Exhibit 279 
and you will notice that between March 5th and April 5, 
1937, there was a fairly substantial increase in the number 
of watchmen; how do you account for that increase? 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit No. 279 was passed to the 
witness.) 

16013 A. The only thing I know about that increase, Mr. 
Bergman raised the question about opening an ad¬ 
ditional parking lot on Maple Avenue in Woodvale, which 
meant that that would require watchmen immediately on 
each of the three shifts. 





7952 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD- 

Q. Is that the lot sometimes known as the Coal Pile Lot? 
A. Yes. It was a Coal Pile Lot at that time, a big tonnage 
of coal was piled in that area. In March, 1937, we had also 
reached our maximum number of employees on the payroll 
and it just happened that the car shop in the Spring of the 
year was coming into its maximum production. 

Q. About how many men are employed in the car shop 
at maximum production? A. We had a high point of 
somewhere between twenty-six hundred and twenty-seven 
hundred men in March, 1937, and of course that meant ad¬ 
ditional automobiles that we normally had to find some 
provision for parking and it was at that time that we 
opened that parking lot. 

Q. Was there any other part of the plant that came into 
a peak of production or started up production around that 
time? A. No, I don’t recall that there was, and I don’t 
recall the details of any other facts that may have been 
mentioned at that time. I considered Mr. Bergman the 
same as I consider our other operating men, if the 

16014 superintendents come to me with a proposal that 
they need some very definite number of workmen or 

some very definite piece of equipment, certainly I recognize 
their judgment and accede to their request. 

Q. That is what happened in respect to that increase? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now, I show you again Board’s Exhibit 279, Mr. El- 
licott, you will note that between June 5, 1937 and July 5, 
1937, the number of watchmen employed at the Cambria 
Plant was increased from one hundred and eight to one 
hundred and fifty-eight; how do you account for that in¬ 
crease; first, let me ask you, Mr. Ellicott, do you know 
■when the increase took place any more specifically than the 
dates shown on the exhibit ? A. I know that increase 

16015 came into effect some time around the first of the 
month, the first of June, some time prior to June 

11th. 

Q. So that the increase actually took place somewhere 
between June 5th and June 11th? A. I would—yes, that's 
right. 

Q. Now, will you please go ahead and answer my pre¬ 
vious question of how’ you account for the increase? A. 
Well, just about a month, I think earlier than that, I think 
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possibly it may have been five or six weeks, it was the time 
that we were having all the difficulties in the steel plants in 
the Ohio district, including Youngstown and Canton and 
Massillon, also had considerable trouble in Indiana Harbor 
and Chicago, and Mr. Bergman came to me at that time 
and pointed out just the things that I had mentioned and 
raised the question that if we would, if we were to get into 
a similar condition in Johnstown relative to our steel plant 
we surely would need considerable more protection than 
we had at the present time. 

I questioned Mr. Bergman at that time and asked him 
just where he stood on patrolling the vulnerable spots of 
the plant, and which to my surprise he had not taken care 
of the really vulnerable parts of the plant and was due for 
a criticism of being so negligent in getting sufficient 

16016 men on his force. 

For instance, take the Wheel Plant, completely 
exposed on the west side, opens right up into Franklin 
Boro. 

On the south side of the Wheel Plant it is exposed to 
Franklin Boro, no fence, no protection, no patrol. Coming 
into the Franklin Coke Plant we have a gas holder, one 
shot of dynamite could throw that gas holder out of com¬ 
mission and probably it would take you six months to re¬ 
pair it, and without that gas holder you would be unable 
to operate at least one battery of coke ovens. 

Going further west in the Coke Plant we have the Benzol 
Plant. A person going into that Benzol Plant may not 
have any ill faults in his mind. However, if you were to 
go into that plant smoking a cigarette you are liable to 
cause an explosion that would wreck that plant beyond 
repair. 

The other points that I criticised Bergman for was his 
failure to provide patrolmen on the steam lines going to our 
big generator plant in Franklin Boro. In that one plant 
we generate approximately 50 per cent, of our power used 
throughout our plant, and without steam to operate the 
generator we would, of course, be robbed of that current. 

Q. Electric generator? A. The steam turbine 

16017 driven generator. The other steam line coming out 
of our boiler houses, if that were dynamited it would 

rob all the producing units in the Franklin Division of 
steam power to operate the mills. 
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The thing that brought that to our attention was the 
dynamiting going on at that time in the Western steel 
plants. Now, we had the same condition coming into Gau¬ 
tier, one location where the coke gas line from Franklin 
Coke Plant enters Gautier. A man could stand out on the 
street and shoot a charge of dynamite into that place and 
blow up that pipe line to a point where you would shut down 
the entire Gautier Mill Rolling Division. 

Now then, most people would not appreciate that we have 
a dual steel plant here. Now the very things that I spoke 
to you about in the Franklin Plant relative to blowing up 
pipe lines, gas lines, applies to the Rosedale Blast Furnace 
Division and Coke Division. We have coke gas lines com¬ 
ing from the Rosedale Plant into the Lower Works and 
also going into the Rod and Wire Mill. Then in addition 
to that up until this time we had no watchmen on the 
bridges. We had the railroad bridge at the Williams Farm 
slag dump. If that were put out of commission it would 
just mean that we would be unable to reach the slag dump 
with the slag refuse from the blast furnaces. 

16018 To show our interest in preserving that bridge we 
put flood lights on either end of the bridge to keep 

it lit up day and night. 

Then we have the bridge joining the Pennsylvania Rail¬ 
road Yards at Franklin. We have double guards on that. 
We had double guards on the bridge leading into the Lower 
Works from Gautier, and we also guarded the bridge going 
from the Lower Works into the Pennsylvania Railroad in 
the lower end of the plant. Actually I think Bergman was 
still wrong in not going stronger on his police, on his watch¬ 
man force. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, when with Mr. Bergman you decided that 
he should increase the number of watchmen at the Cambria 
Plant, was it your intention by increasing the number of 
watchmen there to interfere with any employees of Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Company in the exercise of any rights guaran¬ 
teed to them by the National Labor Relations Act or by 
any other law? 

16019 Mr. Shawe: I object to the question, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, on the grounds that it calls for a conclusion. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Sustained. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, may I have the privilege of 
presenting my reasons in the matter ? 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I think it is a very obvious 
question, Mr. Broun, I think the same question was asked 
of Mr. Bergman or Mr. Hough. 

Mr. Broun: The same question was asked of Mr. Berg¬ 
man because of the direct charge in the complaint. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: 1 think the reasons are set 
forth. 

Mr. Broun: The argument is the same. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The argument would be the 
same. 

Mr. Broun: Substantially, of course. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, when with Mr. Berg¬ 
man you decided that he should increase the number of 
watchmen at the Cambria Plant, were you in any way influ¬ 
enced by any desire to interfere with any employees 
16020 of Bethlehem Steel Company in the exercise of their 
rights guaranteed to them by the National Labor 
Relations Act or by any other law? 

Mr. Shawe: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you know what rights are 
guaranteed to employees by the National Labor Relations 
Act, Mr. Ellicott? 

The Witness: Yes, sir, the National Labor Relations 
Act provides that men should have the privilege of organ¬ 
ization without fear of molestation or intimidation or co¬ 
ercion. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Same ruling. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, when with Mr. Berg¬ 
man you decided that he should increase the number of 
watchmen at the Cambria Plant was it your intention bv 
increasing the number of watchmen there to restrain or 
coerce any employees of Bethlehem Steel Company in the 
exercise of any rights guaranteed to them by the National 
Labor Relations Act or by any other law? 

Mr. Shawe: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Same ruling. 
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Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, when with Mr. Berg¬ 
man you decided that he should increase the number of 
watchmen at the Cambria Plant were you in any way influ¬ 
enced by any desire to restrain or coerce any em- 

16021 ployees of the Bethlehem Steel Company? 

Mr. Shawe: Same objection— 

Q. (By‘Mr. Broun) —in the exercise of any rights guar¬ 
anteed to them by the National Labor Relations Act or by 
anv other law? 

Mr. Shawe: Same objection, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Same ruling. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, when with Mr. Berg¬ 
man you decided that he should increase the number of 
watchmen at the Cambria Plant, was it your intention by 
increasing the number of watchmen there that any watch¬ 
man should be utilized or used to interfere with or restrain 
and coerce any employees of Bethlehem Steel Company in 
self-organization ? 

Mr. Shawe: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Same ruling. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Or in forming, joining or assisting 
a labor organization? 

Mr. Shawe: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Same ruling. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Or in bargaining collectively 
through representatives of their own choosing? 

Mr. Shawe: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Same ruling. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Or in engaging in concerted 

16022 activities for the purpose of collective bargaining or 
for the purpose of mutual aid or protection ! 

Mr. Shawe: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Same ruling. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, when with Mr. Berg¬ 
man you decided that he should increase the force of watch¬ 
men at the Cambria Plant were you in any way influenced 
by any desire to interfere with any employees of Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Company in self-organization ? A. I was not. 

Mr. Shawe: Same objection, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Had you completed the ques¬ 
tion? 

Mr. Broun: Off the record. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. Same ruling. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, when with Mr. Berg¬ 
man you decided that he should increase the force of watch¬ 
men at the Cambria Plant, were you in any way influenced 
in any way by any desire to interfere with any employees 
in the Bethlehem Steel Company in forming, joining or 
assisting a labor organization? 

Mr. Shawe: May I have a standing objection to all these 
questions, Mr. Examiner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, suppose we do 

16023 that, I assume they are all that same series. Very 
well, and unless I tell you to answer, Mr. Ellicott, it 

is understood that the objections are sustained in each in¬ 
stance and then you will just read them for the record, Mr. 
Broun. 

Mr. Broun: You sustain the objection, as I understand, 
to the last question? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, when with Mr. Berg¬ 
man you decided that he should increase the force of watch¬ 
men at the Cambria Plant, were you in any way influenced 
by any desire to interfere with any employees of Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Company in bargaining collectively through 
representatives of their own choosing, or in engaging in 
concerted activities for the purpose of collective bargain¬ 
ing or for the purpose of mutual aid or protection? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It is understood that objections 
are sustained to all these questions. 

Mr. Broun: To both of those last two questions? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Both of them. 

Mr. Broun: Very well. 

Q. (By Mr.Broun) Mr. Ellicott, do you know a man 
named Michael J. Sewak? A. Yes, I do. 

Q. Do you know whether he ever held any public 

16024 office? A. Burgess of Franklin Boro. 

Q. Do you know when he was Burgess of Franklin 
Boro? A. No, I do not know the exact term of his office. 

Q. Well, do you know of any particular year in which he 
was, in which Sewak was, Burgess of Franklin Boro? A. 
Sewak finished his term in January of this year. 
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Q. 1938? A. Yes. Now, if the term of office is two years, 
it would be during the years ’30 and ’37, and if four years 
of course it would be longer. 

Q. You do know, however, that he was Burgess in 1936 
and 1937 ? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you ever had any conferences or conversations 
with Sewak while lie was Burgess? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know how many times you have had a confer¬ 
ence or a conversation with him? A. I had three confer¬ 
ences with Burgess Sewak, whether I actually had any 
other conferences, any other conversations with him on the 
telephone, or not, I am not certain. It may easily be possi- 
sible that he called me on the telephone to make an ap¬ 
pointment. I am positive, however that I never 

16025 called Sewak for a telephone conversation. 

Q. Well, if Sewak called you and you talked to him 
on the telephone, did you ever do any more in any conver¬ 
sation of that sort, if you had one, than arrange for an ap¬ 
pointment? A. That would be the only occasion for a tele¬ 
phone conversation. 

Q. So that if you had one, that is all you did in the tele¬ 
phone conversation? A. Yes. 

Q. Now you say you had three conferences with him? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Do you remember when or about when the first was 
held? A. The first conference I had with Mr. Sewak was 
either in December, 1936 or January, 1937. 

Q. Will you tell me about how that conference came to 
be held and what was done at it, what was said? A. Mr. 
Bergman came into my office on either one of those periods, 
that is, either December, 1936 or January, 1937, to tell me 
that the then Burgess Sewak was very anxious to see me 
for the purpose of interceding for some of the citizens of 
Franklin Boro who for some reason or other, the Burgess 
claimed, were unable to get, or secure, employment in our 
Cambria Steel Plant. 

16026 Q. Now you say Mr. Bergman came into tell you 
that; did he actually tell you that? A. Yes, he did, 

he told me that. I told Mr. Bergman that I would be glad 
to see Mr. Sewak for the reason that I had never met the 
Burgess. So within a few days, it may have been the same 
day, I don’t recall that, the Burgess Sewak came in to see 
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me. Ill fact, Mr. Bergman brought Burgess Sewak in and 
made me acquainted with him. 

Q. Where was this? A. In my office. The Burgess im¬ 
mediately got down to his story, told me that there were a 
number of men in Franklin who, for some considerable pe¬ 
riod of time, had been unable to get employment with our 
company. I told the Burgess at that time I could not un¬ 
derstand a condition of that kind because during that pe¬ 
riod we were looking for capable workmen. 

I further told the Burgess that if these men were capa¬ 
ble of doing a good job, 1 certainly would be glad to inter¬ 
cede and arrange in some way of getting them on the pay¬ 
roll. I told the Burgess, however, that if these men had 
been unable to get employment, there was probably some 
reason, possibly they had applied for the wrong type of 
work and that I was satisfied to hire six of the men that he 
might select, but before we would consider taking any of 
those men on, I specified that each one of those men 
16027 should come into my office, as I wanted the oppor¬ 
tunity of talking to them individually and if I could 
be satisfied that they were the type of men we wanted, 
physically able to do the job that they were inquiring for, 
that I would give them an approval to the employment of¬ 
fice. 

The Burgess seemed very happy to find that I was tak¬ 
ing an attitude of that kind and proceeded to name me six 
men that he 'would like to send into my office for considera¬ 
tion. 

A man by the name of Devlin, Yager, Buclion, Goveker, 
and Holman. 

Q. How do you spell Goveker? A. G-o-v-e-k-e-r. 

Q. Yager? A. Y-a-g-e-r. 

Q. Yes. 

Mr. Shawe: May we have the spelling of all those 
names? 

Q. (Bv Mr. Broun) Had you finished naming them all, 
Mr. Ellicott? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Let's get the list finished and 
Mr. Ellicott will go back over them and spell them, if he 
can. 

The Witness: There was one other. 
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16028 Q. (By Mr. Broun) You have given us Devlin 
and Yager, Goveker, Buchon and Holman? A. Yes. 

Q. Could the name have been Patcher? A. Oh, that is it. 
Q. Now, can you spell the names for us, take Patcher 
first, how do you spell that? A. P-a-t-c-h-e-r. 

Q. Devlin? A. D-e-v-l-i-n. 

Q. Yager you spelled and Goveker. A. Y-a-g— 

Q. I say we have spelled that; how about Buchon? A. 
B-u-c-h-o-n. 

Q. Holman? A. H-o-l-m-a-n. 

Q. Now, will you go ahead; did anything else occur at 
the conference? A. No, as soon as I had given Burgess Se- 
wak my decision to interview these men, and after he had 
given me the names, our conference broke up. 

Q. Did the men come in? A. They started to come in the 
next day, I think the first day there was one man came in. 
I also had the provision there that in the event any 

16029 one of those six men came into my office and I was 
not available, that Mr. Hough, assistant General 

manager, would give them a consultation. 

Q. You mean, you left instructions to that effect? 

16030 A. Yes. 

Q. And all of those six came in; is that right? 
A. That is right. 

Q. Were they put to work or not? A. Yes, all six men 
were put to work. 

Q. Well, you spoke of two more conferences. When was 
the next conference with Burgess Sewak? Tell me what 
took place, what was said. A. As near as I remember, that 
was two months later. That w’ould bring this conference 
in February or March. 

Q. 1937? A. 1937. That conference, I feel pretty cer¬ 
tain, was arranged over the telephone between Burgess 
Sewak and my secretary. I saw the Burgess on this second 
occasion, in which he told me that— 

Q. Where was this? A. In my office, in which he told me 
that the men that we had put to work were very happy to 
be given an opportunity to show that they could go a good 
job, and at that time I had the privilege and the pleasure 
to tell the Burgess that I had wonderful reports from these 
six men, and the Burgess then told me that he had a prop¬ 
erty somewhere up in the country, and he asked me if it 
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were possible to buy some cheap fence. He asked 

16031 me, for instance, the type of fence we manufactured. 
Well, I told the Burgess the type of fence we manu¬ 
factured regularly in our Wire Mill, and he was at a com¬ 
plete loss to even tell me the type of fence he wanted. 

I told the Burgess that unfortunately in our Bethlehem 
Steel Plant we do, at times, make unsalable fence. 

Q. Do you make a number of varieties of fence? A. More 
than you can count; and I told him further that when we do 
make unsalable fence, about the only thing we could do 
with it is bundle it up and send it up to the Open Hearth 
scrap. 

Then I told the Burgess if he knew the type of fence 
he wanted he should give us the number of rolls or the 
length in feet, or yards, and the type of mesh and the 
height, and we surely would be glad to sell him any tonnage 
of scrap fence we had that would measure up to his re¬ 
quirements. 

We had previously done that same thing for our em¬ 
ployees, and again the Burgess felt very happy that he had 
this opportunity to get a cheap lot of fence. 

Q. You say he felt happy. Did he say anything about it? 
A. Yes, probably something like this—it is impossible for 
me to recall his exact words. 

16032 Q. No. Just the substance of it. A. He probably 
said, well, I am very happy about that, and I will 

get the specifications as to the length and height and mesh 
as soon as I can, and ’phone it in to your secretary. 

Q. He did say something to that effect? A. He did say 
something to that effect, and we never got the specifications 
and Burgess Sewak never got his fence. 

Q. Is that the end of the conversation or conference, 
rather? A. It may or may not be. I have a recollection 
that at one time he had told me something about the hotel 
that he had in Conemaugh, and that while he had more or 
less difficulty in making ends meet, that with the car shop 
operating full, that he did have a number of men who 
worked in our Franklin Car Shops living at his hotel, and 
he made the further comment that if the car shop opera¬ 
tion continued it was going to materially help him come 
through on his hotel. 
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Now, I have an idea that inasmuch as he was referring 
to this property that he desired the fence in, that the con¬ 
versation probably did turn to his hotel venture. 

Q. Did you say anything about that, do you know; 

16033 do you remember? A. About what? 

Q. Do you remember if you said anything about the 
hotel venture? A. Yes, I was—I made the statement to 
the Burgess that it was not at all unusual for anyone start¬ 
ing in any kind of a new adventure to have trouble making 
ends meet in the first year of its operation. I referred to 
—or I had been thinking of some of the people that I knew 
that had opened up a store and had trouble getting along 
for that first year. If I remember rightly, I told the Bur¬ 
gess that if lie could break even on the second year he 
should feel mighty well satisfied if he could earn a profit 
in the third year—something to that effect. 

Q. Was anything said about any mortgage or the pay¬ 
ment for any property— A. No. 

Q. —by the Burgess? A. No. 

Q. Now, you referred to a third conference with the Bur¬ 
gess. Will you tell me when that took place and how it 
came about and what was said and done at the conference? 
A. The third conference that I had with Burgess 

16034 Sewak occurred on the afternoon of Monday, June 
14th, 1937. On that afternoon I had gone to the 

Franklin Plant. As I approached the Franklin Plant I 
noticed there was a solid string of automobiles extending 
from the Woodvale Bridge on up along River Avenue till 
it touched the Locust Street Bridge, going into the Frank¬ 
lin Boro proper. 

Q. Were these automobiles moving along? A. They 
were parked on the river side of the street. 

Q. Oh, they were parked; is that correct? A. That is 
correct, and as I came to the Lower Franklin entrance, I 
noticed two large groups of pickets, one on either side of 
the street, directly in line with the entrance of the Lower 
Franklin Gate. The State police officers who were there 
at that time were forced to open a passageway in order that 
my car could be driven in to the plant. 

Q. About what time was that, Mr. Ellicott? A. About 
two o’clock. 
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Q. In the afternoon? A. Two p. m. I parked right in¬ 
side of the gate, and it was that that I saw real violence 
imposed on tiie men coming in to work. 

1 saw street cars hauling men to Franklin stop in front 
of the gate and windows of that street car were 

16035 broken directly in front of my eyes. I saw other 
automobiles coming in, carrying men in to work, saw 

the glass smashed right in front of my eyes. I saw men 
manhandled coming otf the cars. 

I stood probably not more than 20 feet from the prop¬ 
erty line, and there was a genuine barrage— 

Q* You are on the inside? A. Inside—a genuine bar¬ 
rage of stones and pieces of brick going over my head. 
These stones and bricks were aimed at groups of men 
segregating inside the plant preparatory to leaving the 
plant for their homes. 

Q. Did you say segregating or congregating? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He said segregating. 

The Witness: What is the difference between segregat¬ 
ing and congregating. If there is any law about that— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You will have to ask your coun¬ 
sel. I think segregating is a perfectly good word. 

The Witness: Well, I stood there talking to one of the 
men at the Franklin Plant, and all during this conversa¬ 
tion I had to keep looking towards the street in order to 
be able to dodge a brick or stone if it were coming directly 
at me; and suddenly these pickets that were on either side 
of the street, as I just mentioned, they started to 

16036 get together just like that (indicating), just a for¬ 
ward mass movement, over to the gate. 

The State police who stood probably not more than four 
feet away from me wheeled around and put up his hands, 
and that was the first time I saw there was a mass movement 
of the men inside the plant, headed for the exit, ready to 
go out on the street, ready to have a hand-to-hand battle 
with the pickets. 

Fortunately, while the State Police were not functioning 
on that Monday afternoon, they did tell the men that were 
inside the plant to get back and not attempt to get out of 
the gate. I am satisfied with the feeling that was shown 
there that afternoon that had those men come out in the 
street and entered into any kind of a hand-to-hand battle, 
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you would have had trouble, and lots of it. It is hard to 
picture what would have happened. 

16037 The men that got back into the plant apparently 
decided—not apparently decided—-were told to get 

back into their respective departments until it was safe 
for them to go home. Actually, what they did, I did not 
observe because shortly after that I started for the Upper 
Franklin Gate, and when I left the gate one of our watch¬ 
men stopped me and said, “Mr. Ellicott, ,, he says, “I 
think you are making a big mistake by trying to go through 
that crowd.’’ 

I said, “To hell with them. If I have to go to Franklin 
that is where I am going.” 

The car that I was riding in was hit with stones. For¬ 
tunately, the driver nor myself was touched, and again I ob¬ 
served these cars parked the full length of River Avenue. 
They were never parked there before and I assumed that 
could only be because, that they could only be the cars that 
the pickets had used to get into the Franklin Lower Gate 
picket line. 

I got into the Upper Franklin Gate. A big crowd was 
there. Some one had given a high sign. No doubt they 
recognized the car I always used in getting around the 
plant. They opened up the passageway and some sluts 
come in at either side there with handfulls of pepper. That 
is the kind of people that were on the picket line at Upper 
Franklin Gate. 

16038 Q. Did they throw the pepper? A. Christ! They 
threw it in handsfulls. 

Q. Now, go ahead. A. I spent some time in Franklin that 
afternoon. I had been to the Coke Plant, I had been to the 
blast furnace, I had been to the Open Hearth and, as I was 
approaching my car, which stood parked inside the gate 
at Franklin, I had the thought that if there was one man 
that I had been decent to, had been friendly to, it was Bur¬ 
gess Sewak, and I thought the least that I can do is to go 
to see Burgess Sewak and ask him whether he would not 
treat the pickets whose cars were parked on River Avenue 
with the same degree of fair play that he had treated the 
men who had previously parked their cars on River Avenue, 
long before the strike; so I went— 
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Q. The employees, you mean, of the plant? A. The em¬ 
ployees of the plant. I had my driver take me up to the 
Municipal Hall in Franklin Boro. I walked in, inquired of 
the Burgess’ office. I did not know up to that time where 
his office was located. 

I found the Burgess in there sitting at his desk. 

I said, 1 * Mr. Burgess, I came in here to see you this 
afternoon for only one reason,” and I said, “don’t think 
for a minute that I am coming in here seeking favor, 

16039 but I am just looking for a square deal,” and I re¬ 
iterated to him how he had treated the employees 

who parked their cars there prior to the strike, waiting for 
an opportunity to drive their car in to park. 

16040 Q. What had he done at that time? What did you 
say that he had done? A. I told the Burgess that 

prior to the strike—and he remembered it full well—that 
in each instance where a man drove his car to Franklin and 
it was improssible to get his car inside the Franklin Plant 
and he would park his car along River Avenue, a boro po¬ 
liceman would tag that car, and the individual was given 
a fine. That was prior to the strike. In other words, when 
the strike came on I explained to the Burgess his parking 
rules and regulations of River Avenue were completely for¬ 
gotten. 

The Burgess told me then, “Well, I will look into it,” but 
nothing ever happened. 

I was in the Burgess’ office there only a few minutes, and 
then, to think that that fellow would not even make a move 
—that is the type of individual that Burgess Sewak of 
Franklin Boro at that time proved himself to be. 

Q. Did anything else occur— 

Mr. Shawe: I object to Mr. Ellicott’s last statement, Mr. 
Examiner, and make a motion that it be stricken from the 
record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Will you read that last state¬ 
ment? 

•16041 Mr. Broun: What is the last statement, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer—I will withdraw the last question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read the last statement. 

(The reporter repeated the last part of the statement as 
follows: 
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4 4 that is the type of individual that Burgess Sewak of 
Franklin Boro at that time proved himself to be.”) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Beginning with “that is the 
type, ’ ’ you may strike out the statement. 

Mr. Broun: May I have that statement— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He just moved to strike that 
last part of the statement. I assume there is no objection 
to striking that, Mr. Broun? 

Mr. Broun: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Do you know, Mr. Ellicott, whether 
the Burgess took any action to enforce the parking regu¬ 
lations on River Avenue which, you say, had existed be¬ 
fore the strike? A. He positively did not take any action 
whatever. 

Q. Tn that conference with Burgess Sewak which you 
just described, was any mention made of any hotel or 
other property owned by him ? A. No. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you at any time during the first of 
the conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have 
16042 described, or during any of such conferences, or at 
any other time, say to him in words or in substance, 
44 there are an awful lot of labor troubles throughout the 
country, and they are trying to organize here”—referring 
to Johnstown or Franklin Boro. A. No. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you at any time during th a first of 
the conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have de¬ 
scribed, or during anv of such conferences, or at any other 
time say to Burgess Sewak, in words or in substance, “how 
much organizing was done in his bailiwick”—referring to 
Franklin Boro? A. I did not. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you at any time during the first of 
the conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have de¬ 
scribed. or during any of such conferences, or at any other 
time ask Burgess Sewak in words or in substance whether 
a strike anywhere would amount to anything? A. No. 
There was no reason why I should ask him that. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you at any time during the first of 
the conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have de¬ 
scribed, or during anv of such conferences, or at any other 
time, sav to Burgess Sewak in words or in substance, well, 
a lot of this labor trouble in Ohio and West Virginia and in 
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the State of Michigan, the men were treated right 

16043 and stuck by the company, and we have reason to 
believe the men will stick by the company here! A. 

No, I had no reason to know what was going on at any 
other place in the country. 

Q. Then you did not say that? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you say anything like that? A. No. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, at any time during the first of the con¬ 
ferences with Burgess Sewak which you have described, or 
during any of such conferences, or at any time, did Bur¬ 
gess Sewak say to you in words or in substance that there 
was quite a bit of organizing in his bailiwick or in Franklin 
Boro? A. What was that question? 

Mr. Broun: Will you read it back, Mr. Reporter, slowly, 
please? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: No. 

16044 Q. Mr. Ellicott, do you—at any time during the 
first of the conferences with Burgess Sewak which 

you have described, or during any of such conferences or at 
any other time, did Burgess Sewak say to you in words or 
in substance that he did not know whether or not the strike 
at the Cambria Plant would or would not amount to any¬ 
thing? A. No. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, at any time during the first of the con¬ 
ferences with Burgess Sewak which you have described, or 
during any of such conferences, or at any other times, did 
Burgess Sewak say to you in words or in substance that he 
did not know whether a strike anywhere would or would 
not amount to anything? A. No. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you at any time during the last of 
the three conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have 
described, or during any of such conferences, or at any other 
time, say to him in words or in substance, “My God, man. 
Something must be done. Just look at what is going on. 
We are having a terrible financial loss. It may mean the 
loss of life and damage to our property. You must go 
along with us.” A. I did not say anything like that. Fur¬ 
thermore, I did not say anything that could even be 

16045 interpreted in any way that could sound like that. 
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Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you at any time during the last of 
the three conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have 
described, or during any of such conferences, or at any 
other time, say to him in words or in substance, “Did Berg¬ 
man and Hough make you any offer?” A. No. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, at any time during the last of the three 
conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have described, 
or during any such conferences, or at any other time, did 
Burgess Sewak say to you in words or in substance, “They 
did.” That is, that Bergman and Hough had made an 
offer to him of anything, if he would do or refrain from 
doing anything? A. Sewak never made a statement like 
that. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you at any time during the last of 
the three conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have 
described, or during any of such conferences or at any 
other time say to Burgess Sewak in words or in substance, 
“I will double the offer”, referring to the alleged offer by 
Mr. Bergman or Mr. Hough, “but you have got to go along 
with us.” 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Broun, what part of that 
is the question? 

Mr. Broun: We might explain it off the record. 
16046 Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Broun: Strike it out and I will rephrase it. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, did you at any time 
during the last of the three conferences with Burgess Sewak 
which you have described, or during any of such confer¬ 
ences, or at any other time, say to Burgess Sewak in words 
or in substance, “I will double the offer, but you have got to 
go along with us.” A. No. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, at any time during the last of the three 
conferences with Burgess Sewak, which you have described, 
or during any of such conferences, or at any other time, 
did Burgess Sewak say to you in words or in substance, 
“They did”, having reference to anything that Mr. Hough 
or Mr. Bergman or anyone else had allegedly offered to 
him, by offering him anything if he would do or refrain 
from doing anything—will you read that question back, Mr. 
Reporter? 
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Mr. Shawe: I don’t think the question is clear, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Will you read the ques- 

16047 tion, please? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Reporter, strike that question and 
go back to the second preceding question and read it. 

(The reporter read the question referred to as follows: 

4 ‘Mr. Ellicott, at any time during the last of the three 
conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have de¬ 
scribed, or during any of such conferences or at any other 
time, did Burgess Sewak say to you in words or in sub¬ 
stance, ‘They did’, that is, that Bergman and Hough had 
made an offer to him of anything if he would do or refrain 
from doing anything? 

“Answer: Sewak never made a statement like that.”) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. I think you 
could cure the whole thing if you read it, simply putting 
the form of the question and then making an explanation at 
the end. 

On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) In the question the reporter just 
read to you, do you understand by the words “they did”, 
as stated in the question, that I referred to the meeting that 
Bergman or Hough had allegedly made an offer that he 
would do or refrain from doing anything? Is that what 
you understood me to mean? A. I understood you 

16048 to mean whether Sewak—-you got me as bad as you 
are now. 

Mr. Moore: Pretty bad. 

Mr. Broun: That is very bad indeed. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Let me read the question again. Mr. 
Ellicott, at any time during the last of the three conferences 
with Burgess Sewak which you have described, or during 
any of such conferences, or at any other time, did Burgess 
Sewak say to you in words or in substance, “they did.” 
Now, by “they did,” I meant to say that Bergman and 
Hough had made an offer to him of anything if he would do 
or refrain from doing anything. Is that the way you un¬ 
derstood the question? A. No, he did not say that. 

Q. And you understood the question to mean what I just 
said I meant by it; is that right? 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, if he has answered the 
question, Mr. Broun, I assume that that is enough. 

Mr. Broun: Very well, Mr. Examiner. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, was anything said by 
either you or Burgess Sewak at any of the three confer¬ 
ences that you have described, or at any other time, about 
any offer of any kind to Burgess Sewak made by you or 
Mr. Hough or Mr. Bergman or by anyone else if Bur- 

16049 gess Sewak would do anything? A. There was abso¬ 
lutely nothing of that kind said. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, did you at any time during the last of 
the three conferences with Burgess Sewak which you have 
described, or during any of such conferences or at any 
other time say to Burgess Sewak in words or in substance, 
“You will be sorry, and you will pay damn dear for this. 
I have treated you like a man, but you are turning on me.” 
A. No, I did not say anything of that kind. That would be 
just a damn fool statement for me to make. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record, 
after which the following proceedings were had: ) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. We will have 
a recess. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which the 
following proceedings were had.) 

16050 Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, you referred this 
morning to the closing of the plant under an order from the 
Governor; can you tell me what your first knowledge was 
of the possibility that the plant might be closed by an order 
of the Governor and what happened in so far as you know 
in connection with that closing? A. Yes, I can tell you 
what I know about it. I have been in my office on the night 
of Friday, June 19th, and in the early morning of Satur¬ 
day, June 19th, until about two o’clock in the morning, at 
which time I called at the home of Mr. J. C. Davies for a 
conference. 

Q. Who is Mr. Davies? A. He is one of our local attor¬ 
neys in Johnstown. I was there for about an hour. As I 
was about to leave Mr. Davies’ home— 
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Q. Which would have been about what time? A. About 
three a. m.—I heard the Davies telephone ringing. By that 
time I was just about to step into my automobile. I hesi¬ 
tated for a minute thinking that the call possibly might be 
for me. 

In the next instant Mr. Davies called me and said that 
Frank Jordan wanted to speak to me on the telephone. So 
I went back in the house, picked up the telephone receiver 
and learned that it was Frank Jordan. 

16051 He said, he said to me, “Are you going to close 
the Cambria Plant?” 

I said, “What do you mean?” 

He then told me that he had picked up a dispatch in which 
Governor Earle had sent a telegram to Mr. Grace request¬ 
ing him to close the plant due to impending trouble and 
further said that if Mr. Grace did not agree to close the 
Cambria Plant, that he would be forced to declare martial 
law and close the plant. 

Q. That is, the Governor would be forced to do that? A. 
Yes. 

Q. And is that what Mr. Jordan said was in the dispatch? 
A. Yes. He further told me that the early morning edi¬ 
tion of the Democrat would have this news article printed. 
That was very much of a shock to me because law and order 
had been pretty generally established in metropolitan 
Johnstown and our plant was fast resuming normal opera¬ 
tion. 

I left the Davies home shortly after I had received this 
message and went back to my office for the remainder of 
the night. It was some time later I got a call from the 
Bethlehem Steel Company office located in Bethlehem. 

Q. You spent the rest of the night at your office, 

16052 did you? A. Yes, and I had this telegram taken 
down over the telephone which gave me more in de¬ 
tail the story that Mr. Jordan had given me while in Mr. 
Davies’ home. 

Q. Now, you mean you had taken down the telegram that 
Mr. Jordan had referred to that the Governor sent to Mr. 
Grace? A. Yes, and then about eleven o’clock that morning 
the Johnstown Democrat put out another edition of the 
Democrat in which it announced that inasmuch as Mr. 
Grace had refused to agree to close the Cambria Plant, that 
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the Governor was declaring martial law and would close 
the plant. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Reporter, can I see, please, Respon¬ 
dents'’ Exhibit 120? 

(Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit 120 was passed to 
Mr. Broun.) 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, I show you Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit 120, and ask you if that is a copy of a tele¬ 
gram that you had taken down over the telephone as you 
just described, whether the telegram that you had taken 
down over the phone is a copy of that? 

(Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit 120 was passed to 
the witness.) 

16053 A. Yes. 

Q. Now after you had seen the special extra edi¬ 
tion, as I understand it, of the Democrat in which it was 
stated the Governor had declared martial law and ordered 
the plant to be closed, what next took place that you have 
knowledge of with respect to the order to close the plant? 
A. The first time that I knew officially of the Governor’s 
action occurred at 8:15 on Saturday night June 19th, 1937, 
and then according to the appointment that I had previously 
made with Colonel Janeway— 

Q. Is that Colonel Augustine H. Janewav? A. Yes, he, 
that is Colonel Janeway, Attorney General Margiotti, Mr. 
Sullivan— 

Q. Is that John Sullivan? A. John Sullivan, and Mr. 
Lindgren. 

Q. Is that L-i-n-d-g-r-e-n? A. Yes. 

Q. Is his name Leonard, do you know? A. I don’t know, 
and a Mr. Friedman, came into my office. 

Q. Do you know what Mr. Sullivan’s position was, or who 
he was? A. Assistant Secretary to Governor Earle. 

Q. And Mr. Lindgren? A. He was from the De- 

16054 partment of Justice. 

Q. Of the State of Pennsylvania? A. Yes. 

Q. Mr. Friedman? A. He was Deputy Attorney General. 
Q. Of Pennsylvania? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, you referred to Attorney General Margiotti, is 
that Attorney General of the State of Pennsylvania, from 
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the State of Pennsylvania? A. All of these men are from 
tlie State of Pennsylvania. With me at that time in my 
office were Mr. Davies and Mr. Evans. Colonel Janeway 
handed me a letter that was addresed to Mr. Eugene G. 
Grace, president of Bethlehem Steel Company or official of 
Bethlehem Steel plants in Cambria County. To this letter 
was attached a copy of Governor Earle’s proclamation 
which stated among other things that Governor Earle in¬ 
tended to declare what was supposed to be martial law. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Broun, isn’t all this on the 
record once? I thought Mr. Evans told us all about this. 

Mr. Broun: Well, I don’t know whether that is true or 
not, Mr. Examiner, because I wasn’t here for the exam¬ 
ination of Mr. Evans, and it seems to me important— 

16055 Trial Examiner Bloom: I know, but there is no 
use just going over the same ground all over. 

Mr. Broun: —to have the matter shown from the point 
of view of Mr. Ellicott’s knowledge, unless it has been 
covered in full by Mr. Evans. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It seems to me it was covered 
in pretty much detail, I mean, there may be certain phases 
of it that Mr. Ellicott alone has knowledge of but I query 
whether there is any point to repeating more or less the 
testimony. I am sure you will find Mr. Evans has told us 
about this rather fully, in fact, the letter and the proclama¬ 
tion are already in evidence, having been introduced through 
Mr. Evans at the time that he told us about this same in¬ 
cident. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I think that if there is no question 
at all about the accuracy of Mr. Evans’ testimony, if that 
is acceptable, it is all right with me, but I don’t want to 
be in the position of being charged, as the Labor Board 
has in other cases, charged that because the respondent 
didn’t call a witness to testify to things it was understood 
that we didn’t dare to call him, that he wouldn’t testify to 
the same things. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, why not let it be under¬ 
stood that if Mr. Ellicott were asked to describe the same 
general details that occurred between Colonel Jane- 

16056 way and the meetings of his group and the man¬ 
agement’s representatives that he would testify to 

substantially the same facts. 
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Mr. Broun: I defer to Mr. Moore on that, because, as 
you know, I wasn’t here when Mr. Evans was examined. 

Mr. Moore: That is satisfactory. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Any objection on the part of 
Board’s counsel? 

Mr. Shawe: No, that is agreeable to us. 

Mr. Moore: Frankly we have called many witnesses only 
because we wished to avoid being charged with being afraid 
to call them. There is one point, however, that I think that 
we should perhaps cover just briefly with Mr. Ellicott, two 
points: one, is the receipt at his home of the letter which 
he subsequently delivered to Mr. Evans and which Mr. 
Evans said was in the files, and also the delivery to Colonel 
Janeway by Mr. Ellicott of the letter in reply— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You understand, Mr. Moore, I 
didn’t intend by my statement— 

Mr. Moore: I understand. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: —to even suggest that you not 
go into other matters, it is just the repetition that I want 
to avoid. 

Mr. Broun: Well, Mr. Examiner, in view of the 
16057 fact that Mr. Moore examined Mr. Evans and I was 
not present it seems to me that time might be saved 
if you would permit Mr. Moore to examine Mr. Ellicott 
with respect to those two things, because it would avoid 
duplication and unnecessary duplication. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think that is an excellent sug¬ 
gestion, Mr. Moore would know what he questioned Mr. 
Evans on and Mr. Broun would not be in a position to know 
that. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I will, with your permission, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer, and of counsel for the Board, pass over that part 
of the conference in which Colonel Janeway and Mr. Mar- 
giotti and Mr. Sullivan, in accordance with the testimony 
of Mr. Evans pressed Mr. Ellicott and Mr. Evans for an 
answer and they delayed giving them an answer, and asked 
for further time until noon on Sunday, the 20th, and simply 
confine my examination to the delivery of the document. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And it is understood that if 
Mr. Ellicott were asked, that his testimony on those mat¬ 
ters would be substantially that of Mr. Evans. 

Mr. Broun: I understand that is satisfactory. 
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Mr. Moore: That is satisfactory. 

Mr. Broun: Yes, that is satisfactory. 

16058 Mr. Shawe: Is the record clear what matters you 
are referring to! 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Of course, those matters that 
were taken up at the time that we have talked about. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, I just wanted the record to be clear 
on the subject. That is satisfactory. 

16059 Q. (By Mr. Moore) Now, Mr. Ellicott, you have 
testified that you received from Colonel Jane way a 

letter from Governor Earle with which was enclosed a copy 
of the proclamation, and I hand you Respondents’ Exhibit 
187, and ask you if that is the letter to which you refer? 

(Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit No. 187 was passed 
to the witness.) 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you remember what was the next communication 
that passed between you and Colonel Jane way, if any fur¬ 
ther communications did pass between you? A. The next 
communication I had from Colonel Janeway was delivered 
to my home at 1:45 a. m., June 20th, by two State police¬ 
men who told me that they came from Colonel Janeway’s 
office. 

Q. I hand you Respondents’ Exhibit 188, and ask you 
if that is the letter to which you have just referred as 
having been delivered at your home at 1:45 on the morning 
of June 20th by two officers who stated they had been sent 
by Colonel Janeway? 

(Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit 188 was passed to 
the witness.) 

A. Yes. 

Q. Did you make any reply to that letter? A. Do 

16060 you mean— 

Q. To this letter of Colonel Janeway to you, did 
vou make any reply to this letter, that is, Respondents’ Ex¬ 
hibit 188? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, what did you do after you—on June 20th—re¬ 
ceived this letter, if you did anything, to satisfy yourself 
as to what Colonel Janeway had done with reference to 
closing the plant? A. Early next morning, and that would 
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be Sunday morning, I attempted to enter the Gautier Plant. 
I was stopped at the plant entrance by State Policemen who 
told me that it was impossible to get into the plant. 

I told the officer in charge that I was the general man¬ 
ager of the plant and it was very necessary that I go 
through the gate. He said he had strict orders to allow 
no one to enter. 

A short time later I tried to enter the plant through the 
Franklin Upper Gate and I got the same story. 

Q. That is, you were— A. And I was satisfied then that 
the plant was strictly under the control of the State Po¬ 
lice. 

Q. It was closed? A. Closed. 

Q. And you were, in both instances, as I under- 

16061 stand you, barred from entering the plant? A. That’s 
right. 

Q. Then, if I understand you correctly, it was after that 
that you wrote the letter to Colonel Janeway? A. I went 
back to my office at that time and drafted a letter to Col¬ 
onel Janeway. 

Q. And you signed the letter which you drafted? A. 
That’s right. 

Q. What did you do with it? A. I delivered it personally 
to Colonel Janeway. 

Q. That was on Sunday? A. Sunday, I would say, around 
noon, I haven’t a definite time on that. 

Q. Where was Colonel Janewav at the time you delivered 
it to him? A. In his office at the Fort Stanwix Hotel. 

Q. I show- you Respondents’ Exhibit 189, and ask you if 
that is a carbon copy of the letter which you signed as de¬ 
livered to Colonel Janewav, as you have just testified? 

(Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit 189 was passed to 
the witness.) 

A. Yes. 

Mr. Moore: I think, Mr. Examiner, that that covers the 
examination. 

16062 Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, might we have just 
a couple of minutes’ recess? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were had as follows:) 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I should say one thing with 
reference to our understanding as to Mr. Ellicott. Of 
course, it is understood that if he were to testify he wouldn’t 
testify exactly as Mr. Evans did. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Obviously not. 

Mr. Moore: I mean, the “I” would be Mr. Evans. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think I said he would testify 
substantially to the same effect. 

Mr. Moore: There is one further thing which causes me 
to raise the question: Mr. Evans testified about one con¬ 
ference with Colonel Janeway and the others at which Mr. 
Ellicott was not present, so of course Mr. Ellicott could not 
cover that, except, of course, in so far as Mr. Evans had 
told him about it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then I think it is a fair assump¬ 
tion that if Mr. Ellicott were asked that he would tell what 
Mr. Evans told him about the conference, which would 
probably coincide with what Mr. Evans told us occurred at 
the conference. 

16063 Mr. Moore: That’s right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: With minor variations, 
of course. 

Mr. Moore: That’s right. Now, if I may go on for a 
few minutes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Certainly. 

Mr. Moore: Because the next subject we had on our 
memorandum with which to deal is the reopening of the 
plant. Mr. Evans dealt with that, I think, sufficiently thor¬ 
oughly. You remember that Mr. Evans testified that he 
and Mr. Ellicott, were summoned into a conference at the 
Fort Stanwix Hotel by Colonel Janewav, that he went on 
the afternoon of Thursday, the 24th, and Colonel Janeway 
advised them that they could open the plant, martial law 
would be lifted at seven o’clock the next morning. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Let’s assume that if Mr. Elli¬ 
cott were asked, he would testify the same. 

Mr. Moore: Would testify the same. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) I would like to ask Mr. Ellicott if he 
would tell us what he said to Colonel Janeway as near as 
he remembers, with particular reference to opening the 
plant, what was necessary, if anything, for you to know be- 
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fore you could decide about opening the plant. A. I told 
Colonel Janeway that I would not consider opening 

16064 the plant until we had some assurance that we would 
have the proper police protection at plant entrances. 

I explained to Colonel Janeway what had happened the 
Monday of June 14th. At that time it was true there were 
a number of State Police in the city stationed at the gates, 
but in every instance the State Police were moved away 
from the gates. In other words, the pickets were right at 
the plant entrance and State Policemen stood out—stood 
absolutely in the clear and I explained to Colonel Janeway 
what had happened at that time and told him that I had 
every reason to believe that the State Police were working 
on definite orders. 

The reason I said that is that I had previously seen State 
Police in action and when they have a real work to do, they 
do it without any hesitation, as was evidenced starting 
Tuesday morning, June 15th. 

Q. June 15th? A. Yes. 

Q. Did Colonel Janeway say anything as to whether he 
was to continue here, or someone was to take over his 
work? A. No, Colonel Janeway told me that Captain Clark 
had been assigned to this work and that he, that is, Colonel 
Janeway, and Major Adams, were being withdrawn. 

16065 They both said, however, that Captain Clark had 
full charge of the State Police that would be left in 

Johnstown and they were certain that he would carry on 
and see that the work of the State Police would be carried 
out in, as I remember,—in an efficient manner. 

Q. Well, now, did you after that conference, have a fur¬ 
ther conference at which Captain Clark was present? A. 
Yes, I had a call from Colonel J'aneway on the telephone 
in which he told me that Captain Clark had arrived in 
Johnstown and that he had made a tour of the plant en¬ 
trances and that he would like me to come to the hotel for a 
conference, that was, I think, about 6:15. 

Q. That was Thursday, June 24th? A. That’s right, and 
at that conference Colonel Janeway told me that Captain 
Clark would be in command of the State Police forces and 
that there would be even more State Police left on duty in 
Johnstown than had been there previously. 
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Q. Who were present at that conference? A. Colonel 
Janeway, Captain Clark, Major Adams, Attorney Bender, 
Mayor Shields, chiefly, Mr. Evans and J. C. Davies. 

Q. Who is Mr. Bender, Attorney Bender, do you know? 
A. That is a Deputy Attorney General. 

Q. Of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania? A. 

16066 Yes. 

Q. Did Colonel Janeway state at what time, that 
is, effective at what time, the force was to be turned over 
to Captain Clark? A. Colonel Janeway told me that mar¬ 
tial law would be lifted at seven a. m. Friday morning and 
that we could proceed with the opening of the plant at that 
time. 

Q. Well, did he say also whether or not that was the time 
at which Captain Clark was to take over the command, so 
to speak? A. Yes, I assumed that. 

Q. Did any of them ask as to the opening of the plant, 
what you proposed to do ? A. Both Colonel Janeway and 
Captain Clark were very anxious to have an opening time 
established. Captain Clark spoke to me on Friday morn¬ 
ing after martial law had been lifted and then asked me 
whether or not it would not be possible to set an opening 
date. I told Captain Clark at that time that there is con¬ 
siderable work to be done before we could really say that 
the plant was ready to operate and that I would possibly 
be able to give him something some time that night or the 
next day. 

Actually, what happened there, there never was an open¬ 
ing date. For some unknown reason it just seemed 

16067 that the men flocked into the plant and I saw Colo¬ 
nel, or Captain, Clark on Sunday morning, Sunday 

morning—that would be— 

Q. June 27th? A. 26th—27th—I saw Captain Clark and 
told him then that it was needless to announce an opening 
date, that the men had flocked into the mills and we had a 
very difficult time finding work enough for the men to do. 

Actually, then, by Monday morning we had fourteen 
Open Hearth furnaces operating and practically a nor¬ 
mal working force in the plant, something like twelve thou¬ 
sand, seven hundred men. 

Mr. Moore: I think, Mr. Examiner, that that suffi¬ 
ciently, with the understanding we have, sufficiently covers 
the opening of the plant. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I would think so. 

Mr. Moore: I take it, Mr. Examiner, that there is no 
question about the actual delivery by Colonel Janeway to 
Mr. Ellicott of the letter dated June 24th, Respondents’ Ex¬ 
hibit 190, which you will remember was delivered, Mr. 
Evans said, I believe, around seven o’clock on the 25th. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which letter is that? 

Mr. Moore: Colonel Janeway to Mr. Ellicott, you will 
remember that Mr. Evans testified that either lie or Mr. 
Ellicott, I have forgotten which, asked Colonel Jane- 

16068 way on the 24th, at the conference, for a letter auth¬ 
orizing the opening of the plant and that Colonel 

Janeway refused to give the letter until seven o’clock the 
next morning, and I want to be sure that it is understood 
that this letter while dated June 24th, was not delivered 
until seven o’clock on the morning of June 25th. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I don’t know anything about 
the facts surrounding that situation. All I know is what 
Mr. Evans has told us about. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, that is the testimony that 
is in the record, is it not, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: I think it is. What I want to make sure is 
that if Mr. Ellicott were asked the question that Mr. Evans 
was asked, he would state as I said. 

Mr. Shawe: I don’t know, I wouldn’t stipulate to that, 
Mr. Examiner. I would stipulate if Mr. Ellicott was 
asked— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, you stipulate if Mr. Elli¬ 
cott were asked a question tending to prove the statement 
that Mr. Moore just made, that he would testify to that ef¬ 
fect, that is all. I mean, that is the nature of the stipula¬ 
tion that is presently requested. 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, that will be agreeable to us. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

16069 Mr. Moore: Then I will ask Mr. Broun to take 
over further examination, if I may. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Certainly. 

Mr. Shawe: May I have Mr. Moore’s statement, please, 
with reference to this matter that we just stipulated on, 
please? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Now, Mr. Ellicott, you testified a 
moment ago in response to one of Mr. Moore’s questions, 
• hat on Monday there were fourteen Open Hearth furnaces 
in operation or tapped, I believe you said? A. In opera¬ 
tion. 

16070 Q. In operation? A. Yes. 

Q- Did the plant continue to operate from then on 
at normal capacity or that capacity? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the form of that question, Mr. 
Examiner, I don’t think that’s a fair question, I think the 
witness should tell us about these matters instead of coun¬ 
sel stating them in questions. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read the question. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, it seems to me that objec¬ 
tion hardly needs any answer, but the reading of the ques¬ 
tion. 

(The reporter repeated the last quqestion as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is the date, Mr. Broun? 

Mr. Broun: Monday morning, June 28th, I believe it 
was. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Well, what happened, why not? A. 
On Monday evening, June 28th, I had made my customary 
visit to all plants which I had been doing from the date the 
strike was called on June 11th, 11 p. m., excepting for the 
period of martial law, and I found conditions absolutely 
normal in every respect at all of the plant entrances, 

16071 and rather than wait for the final check of the men 
going into the plant at 11 o’clock, which we were 

making regularly at the suggestion of Captain Clark, who 
is in charge of the State Police, I decided to go on home 
and get an early quit. 

Q. Now when you say ‘‘conditions at the entrances were 
absolutely normal,” what do you mean? A. There were no 
pickets around and the men had gone in to their work with¬ 
out any interference whatsoever. As I stepped in the 
doorway I heard the telephone ringing. 
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Q. The door of your home ? A. My home. In answering 
the telephone I found Mr. E. W. Trexler on the other end 
of the line, and he told me that there was something seri¬ 
ously happened to the 66-inch Quemahoning pipe line, that 
the pressure had made a perpendicular drop on the record¬ 
ing chart at the gate house located at the Washington en¬ 
trance of the Gautier Division. I asked for no explana¬ 
tion at all, realizing that when a condition like that hap¬ 
pens that there is something badly wrong. I told Mr. Trex¬ 
ler that I would be down immediately. I probably got to 
the gate house 10:45 or 11 p. m. 

The minute I looked at the pressure chart I also knew 
that something of a very serious nature had oc- 

16072 curred. Mr. Trexler made the comment that it cer¬ 
tainly looked as though the Quemahoning pipe line 

had been blown up. 

Q. When you say that the pressure gauge made a per¬ 
pendicular drop do you mean that it indicated that the 
pressure ceased rapidly? A. If you know what a recording 
pressure chart looks like— 

Q. I am afraid 1 must plead ignorance. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Just dropped, wasn’t any, is 
that right? 

The Witness: Just dropped to nothing. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) That indicated that pressure ceased 
in the line ? A. There was no pressure in the line. 

16073 Q. Yes. A. Trexler had no information whatever 
as to what may have happened due to the fact that 

the telephone lines leading to our water-treating station at 
Border Dam located about six or seven miles south of here, 
also the telephone line leading to the Quemahoning Dam, 
which is probably twelve miles from Johnstown, were both 
out of commission for some reason or other. 

At that time a number of our superintendents, in fact, 
all of our superintendents, had arrived at the Gate House, 
whose departments require large volumes of water for suc¬ 
cessful operation of their departments. These men, of 
course, remained right on their jobs at Johnstown and ar¬ 
ranged to preserve, as far as possible, all of the water- 
cooled equipment. 

I had Mr. Hough take several men with him in his car. 

Q. Had he come to the Gate House? A. Yes, he was there 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD* 7983 

with the rest of the superintendents, and Mr. Hough took 
his car to look at the vulnerable points on the Queniahoning 
Pipe Line between the city and the Queniahoning Dam. 

I took Mr. Trexler in my car and we made a rush trip 
to the Queniahoning caretaker’s home and found this indi¬ 
vidual on the job. He didn’t know a thing about the 

16074 pipe line failure other than the flow through the 
meter at the Meter House at the Queniahoning Dam 

showed a water flow of about one hundred and twenty-five 
million gallon rate as compared to a normal of eighty-five 
million, and the caretaker at that time said no less than that 
he felt that there had been a complete failure on the line, 
with no possibility of learning anything more at the Quema- 
honing Dam, so we immediately started back to Johnstown 
and when we reached the Gate House we learned that the 
caretaker from the Border Dam treating station had made a 
report. 

He had one of the men employed at the Border Dam 
Treating Station drive him in his car into the Gate House. 
The story that we had from the Border Dam caretaker was 
to the effect that he heard a terrific explosion with suffi¬ 
cient vibration to rock his home. 

He immediately started to investigate and his first 
move was to approach the entrance of the Yoder Falls 
Tunnel, which is some hundreds of yards away from his 
home. He entered the tunnel and before he had made very 
much progress he found that the water was backing up and 
it was impossible for him to make very great progress info 
the tunnel before it was necessary for him to retreat. 

Q. What was the use of the tunnel, what sort of a 

16075 tunnel was it! A. It was a tunnel through which the 
Queniahoning Pipe Line passes. When we had this 

information I asked Mr. Hough to take several men with 
him and to make a second survey. 

In reaching the opposite end of the Yoder Falls Tunnel, 
it was only possible to drive probably within a half mile of 
the tunnel and then it meant a descent down over the hill¬ 
side through Woodland to reach the opposite end of the 
tunnel from the point where the caretaker had entered it. 

Q. Which end of the tunnel had he entered with refer¬ 
ence to the Dam? A. On the Dam side of the tunnel. 
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Q. Yes. A. When Hough and his party reached the tun¬ 
nel there was just one solid mass of water coming out of 
the tunnel area which indicated to him beyond a doubt that 
there had been a complete failure of the tunnel. 

Q. Is that what Mr. Hough told you later? A. Which 
only could have been due to some violent explostion. Mr. 
Hough came back to town and reported that and, of course, 
we could not do a thing until we had the water shut off at 
one of the valves between the point of the break and the 
Quemahoning Dam. 

16076 I reported this condition to Captain Clark at the 
Fort Stanwix Hotel, probably around two o’clock in 

the morning. I told him that we were satisfied that the 
line was blown up, didn’t know how serious it would be, 
that we would probably have the water turned off by 4:30, 
five o’clock, and we would then be able to make an inspec¬ 
tion. 

Q. Well, did it take that long to turn the valve off? A. It 
took about three hours, a big pipe line of that kind, you 
must be careful to turn the water off slowly, otherwise you 
are liable to create a vacuum and collapse the pipe. 

We had previously had some experience in that line. 
After making Captain Clark familiar with the little we 
knew of the explosion at that time, I had gone back to the 
Gate House, just in time to see the pressure gauge on the 
36 inch border line again make a perpendicular drop and 
we immediately assumed that the border line had been 
blown up. 

Q. You say pressure gauge on the border line again make 
a drop, had it dropped before that night? A. I guess that 
was a dumb statement, it dropped in the same manner that 
the Quemahoning. 

Q. I see. A. That the Quemahoning indicator dropped. 
Captain Clark and two carloads of State Police 

16077 reached the Gate House just about daybreak. We 
then told them about the Border Line being blown 

up and Hough again started for the Quemahoning blow-up 
at the tunnel, primarily to guide the State Police to the 
point of failure. 

In this 36 inch Mill or 36 inch pipe line failure, we were 
forced to take a furnace out of blast at the Lower Works. 

Q. That was because of the failure? A. I beg your par¬ 
don? 
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Q. Because of the failure you had to do that, I mean? 
A. Yes, with the Quemahoning Line failing at 10:15, we 
were forced to take four blast furnaces out of operation at 
the Franklin Plant, our men are so thoroughly trained in 
following the water supply that just the instant there is an 
indication of a shortage of water they immediately take 
the furnaces off blast. 

16078 Q. What did you find out about the Border Dam, 
after the pressure had dropped—will you explain 

that ? A. The only way we could locate the break in the 
36-inch water line was to send several groups of men out 
following the line in the exposed places, and we finally lo¬ 
cated the break about a half mile or a mile northward from 
the Quemahoning pipe line break. It was right at the edge 
of the Stony Creek River where the pipe line entered the 
river to go under the river bed. We immediately got repair 
crews started on both of these repair jobs. 

We learned that it would tak;e two sections of cast iron 
pipe to repair the Border pipe line break. 

Q. A complete break? A. Just blown absolutely to 
pieces. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Now that we are interrupted, 
may I inquire w’hat this has to do with this proceeding, the 
issues in this case? 

Mr. Broun: It is part of the circumstances, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, of what took place at the time of the strike and shortly 
thereafter, and if I am not mistaken there has been testi¬ 
mony as to the dynamiting by witnesses- produced by the 
Board. No general, detailed testimony, of course, but at 
any rate, I have only a couple of questions more. 

16079 Mr. Shawe: I don’t recall any testimony adduced 
by any witnesses of the Board. I think it was just 

mentioned in a conversation. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You sav you have only a cou¬ 
ple of more questions? 

Mr. Broun: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I should have asked you that 
question at the beginning, but since Mr. Ellicott is telling 
us a rather interesting story, go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) You told us about the break in Bor¬ 
der Dam. Will you tell us the extent of the damage in the 
Quemahoning line? A. We found that 90 feet in the 66- 


7986 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD- 

inch diameter pipe line going from the Quemahoning Dam 
had been shattered, requiring 90 feet of new pipe to make 
the repair. Actually, the time elapsed in the two repair 
jobs were sixty hours for the 36-inch water line and four 
and one-half days for the 66-inch rolled steel line. 

Q. And you said that the Border Dam line caused one 
blast furnace to go out, and the other Quemahoning, caused 
•.‘ther blast furnaces to be taken off blast. What was the 
reduction in operations caused by the failure of these two 
pipe lines, do you know? A. I think we figured at that time 
that it cut our production 75 per cent. 

16080 Q. You testified— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Pardon me, Mr. Broun. 
I was out there at the Quemahoning Dam, Mr. Ellicott. 
How far was the explosion from the breast of the Dam, as 
it is called, if you know? 

The Witness: Actually, I think the distance by the high¬ 
way between Johnstown and the Quemahoning Dam is 
probably ten miles. The distance for the pipe line, or the 
length of the pipe line is fourteen miles. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It weaves in and out. 

The Witness: It weaves in and out, and goes over the 
hills, and so forth. I would say that that break was prob¬ 
ably seven or eight miles from the breast of the Quemahon¬ 
ing Dam. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: A little over halfwav. 

* 

The Witness: I would say so. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There was one other thing you 
mentioned that I wanted to ask about. You said when they 
cut the water that they have to cut the water off or else 
they will cause a vacuum which will cause a collapse in the 
pipe. Does that mean you have a complete vacuum within 
the pipe? 

The Witness: That is as to previous experience. 
Whether that condition would occur with an open pipe or 
not, I don’t know. 

16081 Trial Examiner Bloom: Because I was wonder¬ 
ing if there was a break, if you could have a vacuum 

of that kind; but I imagine you were not taking any 
chances. 

Mr. Shawe: Since Mr. Broun stated he is finished with 
this, I would like to make a motion to strike all the testi- 
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inony with reference to the Quemahoning Dam on the 
ground that it is incompetent, irrelevant, and immaterial. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will let it stand. Go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, you testified you at¬ 
tended a General Body meeting on June 11th. Did you at¬ 
tend one, or attend a meeting of representatives of the 
General Body thereafter in June? A. Yes. I attended a 
General Body in June, the second General Body meeting. 

Q. Was that held on June 21,1937 ? A. Yes, June 21. 

Q. Do you know how that meeting happened to be called? 
Do you know anything about how it happened to be called? 
A. Mr. Evans and I discussed that situation for a bit, and 
at the conclusion of our discussion, we agreed that it would 
only be fair if we could tell the General Body meeting of 
this enforced shut-down, and we especially thought it 
would be fair inasmuch as we thought it advisable 

16082 to tell the representatives of our feeling on June 
11th. 

Q. By the enforced shut-down, to what were you refer¬ 
ring? A. Martial law. 

Q. You mean, the closing of the plant pusuant to the 
Governor’s orders? A. Yes. 

Mr. Broun: Will you read back the previous answer? 

(The reporter repeated the last answer as above set 
forth.) 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) What did you mean by that last 
statement about having thought it advisable? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not let him finish? Had 
you finished? 

The Witness: No. I further asked Mr. Evans if ho 
would make a request to the Chairman of the General 
Body to call a special meeting, which he did. I think this 
meeting was held at 2 p. m. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Before we go ahead with the meet¬ 
ing, Mr. Ellicott, will you tell me what you meant by the 
statement to which I referred a moment ago about having 
felt it advisable of telling the General Body of your feeling 
on June 11th? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to that question. The wit- 

16083 ness already answered the question. He told us 
what he said to Mr. Evans. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I will sustain the objection. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner— 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Well now, go ahead, Mr. Ellicott, 
and tell us what took place at the meeting, please. First, 
were any representatives of the management there besides 
yourself? A. Yes. Mr. Evans, Mr. Hough, and I were in¬ 
vited into that meeting, and we all went into the meeting 
at one time. I told the representatives that the first I knew 
of the Governor’s order of closing the plant was at three 
o’clock on Saturday morning, and that I had done every¬ 
thing in my power to prevent its closing. 

I told the men that I had no idea how long the plant 
would be down; that in our conference with Colonel Jane- 
vav that we had banked our furnaces for a two-months’ 
period. I expressed the hope that we would not be down 
for a two-months’ period, but that I could give them no 
other information as to when the plant might be opened, 
and that the only thing that we could do is to wait and see 
what would happen. 

I then told the representatives that Mr. Evans had sev¬ 
eral letters which he would read, including the letter from 
Governor Earle addressed to Mr. Grace, the proc- 
16084 lamation, Colonel Jane-way’s letter to me saying 
that he had closed the plant, and my letter to Colo¬ 
nel Jane way, submitting to the closing. 

Mr. Evans, I believe, then read those letters. 

Q. Did Mr. Hough have anything to say at that meeting? 
A. I don’t think so. 

Q. Did you stay for the duration of that meeting, for the 
whole meeting? A. I left just as soon as Mr. Evans had 
finished. 

Q. Did Mr. Hough and Mr. Evans leave with you? A. 
They all left at the same time. 

Q. Have you ever had anything to do, Mr. Ellicott, with 
the employment of the Pinkerton National Detective 
Agency, or any other detective agency or agencies, or other 
undercover men or agencies at the Cambria plant? A. No. 

Q. Have you ever had any knowledge of the employment 
or operation of the Pinkerton National Detective Agency 
or any detective agency or agencies, or other undercover 
men or agencies at the Cambria Plant? A. No. 
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Q. Mr. Ellieott, did you attend the meeting of the Gen¬ 
eral Body held May 27, 1937? A. Yes. 

Q. Were you invited to that meeting, or not? A. 

16085 I was. 

Q. Did you attend any other general body meeting 
in May, 1937? A. No. 

Q. What other representatives of the management, if 
any, attended the May 27, 1937 meeting of the General 
Body? A. Mr. Hough and Mr. Evans. 

Q. Did you at that meeting say, in words or in substance, 
that you thought that all the representatives under the 
Plan except Mr. Tressler and Mr. Underwood had done a 
good job of representing? A. I did not. 

Q. Mr. Ellieott, did you attend an annual conference 
under the Plan of Employees ’ Representation in February, 
1937? A. Yes. 

Q. Where was that conference held? A. In the general 
office on Locust Street, of the Cambria Plant. 

Q. Were there any speakers at that meeting, that annual 
conference? A. Yes, there were a number of speakers. 
Mr. Grace spoke, Mr. Larkin, and during Mr. Bent’s ill¬ 
ness I read a paper that he had sent to me to present be¬ 
fore the conference. 

16086 Q. Mr. Bent was not present himself? A. No, he 
was ill. Mr. Clare Williams and, I think there were 

one or two others. I am not sure who they were though. 

Q. Do you remember w T hat the speakers said in their 
speeches or statements? A. No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Will you read that question? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Thank you. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Did Mr. Grace at that conference 
say in words or in substance that the Plan of Employees’ 
Representation at the Cambria Plant would be in existence 
if there was only one representative left? A. No. 

16087 Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I object to that ques¬ 
tion. The witness also said he does not remember 

what any of the speakers said. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Mr. Broun: I asked if he remembers that the speaker 
said a certain thing. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Has he answered? 

The Reporter: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, after the reopening of 
the plant, following its closing pusuant to the Governor’s 
order at the time of the so-called martial law, did all of the 
men who had been working prior to June 11th return to 
their jobs as soon as the operations reached normal? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to it. I don’t think this witness is 
in a position to answer that question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: Xo, thev did not. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Well, did you have any discussion 
with any of your subordinates in the Cambria Plant re¬ 
ferring to what should be or should not be done regarding 
the men who did or did not return to their jobs? A. I did, 
in this way. I asked for some information from our super¬ 
intendents following one of our regular lunch meetings at 
the general office, if they knew that all the men had 

16088 come back to work, or if they knew what men had 
not returned to work. They apparently had no 

first-hand information, and at that time I asked Mr. Evans 
to determine, if he could, what men had not returned to 
work. 

The following day Mr. Evans brought in a list showing 
that approximately four hundred men had failed to return 
to work on that day—I do not recall the date. 

Q. Was it shortly after the reopening of the plant, after 
martial law, or not ? Could you give us an approximation? 
A. Yes, I would say a short time after we got back in full 
operation, following the dynamiting job. I, in that partic¬ 
ular instance, instructed each superintendent to determine 
just what men had not returned to work in their respective 
departments, and that they should make an effort to con¬ 
tact the men, and should not hesitate at all in taking back 
those men that had been out on strike. 

Q. In other words, if a man came back who had been on 
strike and wanted his job, he would get it? 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I object to that question. 
Mr. Ellicott has told us— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I sustain the objection. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Will you go ahead, Mr. Elli- 

16089 cott A. We raised the question daily as to the number 
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of men that still had not shown up on their jobs, and 
the last time we talked of this subject, all the superintend¬ 
ents said that every man that had come back to work, ir¬ 
respective as to whether he was a striker or not, had been 
given a job. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

We will adjourn at this time until seven o’clock this eve¬ 
ning, and in any event will have a session tomorrow morn¬ 
ing at ten o’clock and, if we do not have a session this eve¬ 
ning beginning at seven, there will be a session tomorrow 
at ten o’clock. It is understood that counsel for the re¬ 
spondents will notify me and Board’s counsel if they are 
in position to go ahead this evening. 

Mr. Moore: Thank you. 

(Thereupon, at 5:30 o’clock p. m., the hearing was ad¬ 
journed to ten o’clock a. m., April 21, 1938.) 
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16095 Proceedings 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come 
to order. 

C. R. Ellicott resumed the stand as a witness by and on 
behalf of the Respondents, having been previously sworn, 
testified as follows: 

Direct Examination (Continued) 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, you were telling us 
about the conference, yesterday, held on Sunday, June 13th, 
at which there were a number of persons present whom 
you named, which conference was held with the Governor 
of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, and you said he 
had delayed the opening of the conference on account of 
the absence of Mr. David Watkins. 

I didn’t ask you whether Mr. Watkins did arrive at 
the conference later; did he come to the conference at all? 
A. No, he did not. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, in going over my notes since 
our adjournment last night, I find that I have no further 
questions except those which are of a general nature that 
have been asked of other witnesses. 

I wanted to explain that to you because, of course, it 
may not take as long as I anticipated last night to 

16096 ask those questions. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You mean the same ques¬ 
tions that have been asked of other witnesses? 

Mr. Broun: No, they are of the same general nature, but 
because of the fact that Mr. Ellicott is the general manager 
of the plant and in a slightly different situation they are 
in some degree different. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. Pardon me, Mr. 
Broun, is that somewhat like the series that were asked 
of Mr. Evans? 

Mr. Broun: Yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, did you or in so far 
as you know, did any one else who you know or believe to 
have been a representative of or acting for or authorized 
to act for, either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation at any time before or during the strike 
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among the employees of Bethlehem Steel Company at its 
Cambria Plant in June, 1937, directly or indirectly suggest 
to or order or direct that the Johnstown Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee or any member, officer, representative or committee 
thereof do or refrain from doing anything in connection 
with the formation of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? 
A. No. 

16097 Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I object to the ques¬ 
tion on the ground that is calls for a conclusion, is 

too vague, too indefinite and too broad. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, he may answer, and 
it is understood you have an objection to all these ques¬ 
tions. Unless you hear from me, Mr. Ellicott, answer each 
question, in which event it is understood the objection is 
overruled. 

Mr. Broun: Did the witness answer the question? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He did, he said, “No.” 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, did you or in so far 
as you know, did any one else who you know or believe 
to have been a representative of or acting for or author¬ 
ized to act for either Bethlehem Steel Company or Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Corporation at any time before or during the 
strike among the employees of Bethlehem Steel Company 
at its Cambria Plant in June, 1937, directly or indirectly 
suggest to, or order or direct, that the Johnstown Citi¬ 
zens’ Committee or any member, officer, representa- 

16098 tive or committee thereof do or refrain from doing 
anything in connection with any of the activities of 

the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of any committee 
thereof? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the holding of any meetings? 
A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the issuing of any public state¬ 
ment or statements? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the insertion of any advertise¬ 
ment or advertisements in any newspaper or newspapers? 
A. No. 
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Q. Or in connection with the publication of any booklet 
or booklets or any pamphlet or pamphlets? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the making of any speeches or 
statements over the radio or otherwise? A. No. 

16099 Q. Or in connection with the solicitation of any 
funds? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the expenditure of any funds ? 
A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the sending of any communica¬ 
tions to or the holding of any conferences with officials of 
or other persons purporting to represent the United States 
of America? A. No. 

Q. Or the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania? A. No. 

Q. Or Cambria County? A. No. 

Q. Or the City of Johnstown? A. No. 

Q. Or Franklin Boro? A. No. 

Q. Or the so-called Steel Workers Committee? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with anything whatsoever? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Sustained. 

The Witness: No. 

Mr. Broun: That is stricken, Mr. Examiner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Automatically. 

16100 Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, in so far as you 
know’ did the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or its 

Executive Committee or any other committee of the Johns¬ 
town Citizens’ Committee or any member or representa¬ 
tive of any of such committees ever take any action or do 
anything or refrain from taking any action or doing any¬ 
thing for the purpose of aiding, helping or benefiting Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation as 
distinguished from any other interest or other property 
owner whether located in Johnstown or elsewhere? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Thank you. Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Did you ever attend any meeting 
of the Johnstowm Citizens’ Committee or of its Executive 
Committee or of any other committee of the Johnstowm 
Citizens’ Committee? A. No. 
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Q. Did any member or representative of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee or of its Executive Committee or of 
any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Commit¬ 
tee anywhere, in so far as you know, ever say in words 
or in substance that the taking of any action or the 

16101 doing of anything, or the refraining from taking 
any action or doing anything by any of such com¬ 
mittees or by any member or representative thereof was 
for the purpose of aiding, helping or benefiting Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation as 
distinguished from any other interest or other property 
owner whether located in Johnstown or elsewhere? A. No. 

Q. You testified, I believe, Mr. Ellicott, correct me if 
I am wrong, that you and Mr. S. D. Evans went to the 
room at the Fort Stanwix Hotel where several other per¬ 
sons were holding a meeting on the afternoon of Sunday, 
June 13th, 1937, and told such other persons that the 
Governor of Pennsylvania was going to leave such hotel; 
do you regard that as the transaction of business? A. No. 

Q. Did you take any part in the transaction of any busi¬ 
ness that was transacted at that meeting? A. There was 
no business transacted at that meeting. I testified yesterday 
I was only there for a few minutes and I did all the talk¬ 
ing while I was there. 

Q. You mean no business was transacted while you were 
there? A. That’s right. 

Q. So of course you didn’t take part in any such 

16102 business? A. No. 

Q. Did Mr. Evans take any part in the transac¬ 
tion of any business that was transacted at that meeting, 
in so far as you know? A. No. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Reporter, will you read that back, 
please? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Broun: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record, 
after which the following proceedings were held:) 

Trial Examier Bloom: On the record. 
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Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, did Mr. S. D. Evans 
in so for as you know ever take any part in the transac¬ 
tion of any business that was transacted at any time by 
the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or by its Executive 
Committee or by any other committee of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee? A. Xo, not to the best of my knowl¬ 
edge. 

Q. Did you ever hear from any member or representa¬ 
tive of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its Execu¬ 
tive Committee or of any other committee of the 

16103 Johnstown Citizens’ Committee that Mr. S. D. Evans 
ever took any part in the transaction of any business 

that was transacted at any time by any of such commit¬ 
tees ? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you ever take any part in the transaction of any 
business that was transacted at any time by the Johns¬ 
town Citizens' Committee or bv its Executive Committee 
or by any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens' Com¬ 
mittee? A. Xo. 

Q. Did any person who you know or believe to have 
been a representative of or acting: for, or authorized to 
act for, either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation take any part in so far as you know 
in the transaction of any business that was transacted 
at any time by the Johnstown Citizens' Committee or by 
its Executive Committee or bv anv other committee of the 
Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? A. Xo. 

Q. Did you ever hear from any member or representa¬ 
tive of the Johnstown Citizens' Committee or of its Execu¬ 
tive Committee or of any other committee of the Johns¬ 
town Citizens’ Committee that any person purporting to 
be a representative of or to be acting for or to be author¬ 
ized to act for either Bethlehem Steel Company or 

16104 Bethlehem Steel Corporation ever took any part in 
the transaction of any business that was transacted 

at any time by any of such committees? A. T did not. 

0. Did you ever hear from any member or representa¬ 
tive of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or its Execu¬ 
tive Committee or of any other committee of the Johns¬ 
town Citizens' Committee that any person who you know 
was or believe to have been a representative of, or acting 
for, or authorized to act for, either Bethlehem Steel Com- 
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pany or Bethlehem Steel Corporation ever took any part 
in the transaction of any business that was transacted at 
any time by any of such committees? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you ever hear from any member or representa¬ 
tive of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its Execu¬ 
tive Committee or of anv other committee of the Johns- 
town Citizens’ Committee that any person who such mem¬ 
ber or representative stated that he knew or believed was 
a representative of, or acting for, or authorized to act for, 
either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration ever took anv part in the transaction of anv busi- 
ness that was transacted at any time by any of such com¬ 
mittees? A. I did not. 

1 ClOo O. Did any member or representative of the 

Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its Executive 
Committee or of any other committee of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee ever tell you that there ever was any 
connection between any of such committees and either Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation? A. 
I would like to have the question, Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. Broun: Bead it back, please, Mr. Reporter. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Bead that, please. 


(The reporter repeated the last question as above set. 
forth.) 

The Witness: Xo. 

( t >. (By Mr. Broun) Did anyone who you know was or 
believe to have been a representative of, or acting for or 
authorized to act for either Bethlehem Steel Company or 
Bethlehem Steel Corporation ever tell you that there over 
was any connection between the Johnstown Citizens' Com¬ 
mittee or its Executive Committee or any other committee 
of the Johnstown Citizens" Committee and either such 
company or such corporation ? A. Xo. 

1(>1()(> Q. Mr. Ellicott, in several of the questions which 
I have just asked you. the phrase, “transaction of 
business" was used, and I wish you would tell me what 
that phrase means to you, what tin* meaning of “transac¬ 
tion of business" is. A. The transaction of business, that 
would be a group of men getting together to discuss a 
business problem or to have a discussion on practically 
any subject and as a result of that discussion, come to 
some conclusion. 
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Q. Mr. Ellicott, I wish you would tell me what your 
understanding is of persons, general speaking, who were 
members of the Citizens’ Committee; what would member¬ 
ship in the .Johnstown Citizens’ Committee constitutes. 7 
Who would you say was a member? A. I would say the 
members of the Citizens’ Committee would include all those 
persons who indicated their willingness to serve as a 
member of that committee, that was originally formed, 
I think, at the Elks; or any individual that serves on any 
of the committees of the Citizens’ Committee. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, in so far as you know, were any of the 
following named persons a member of the Johnstown Citi¬ 
zens' Committee or of any committee thereof: 

16107 Eugene (1. Grace 
Frederick A. Skids 

Robert E. McMatli 
George 11. Blakeley 
C. Austin Buck 
Charles 1\. Holton 
Charles M. Schwab 
James II. Ward 
Quincy Bent 
Archibald Johnston 
Joseph M. Larkin 
Paul Mackall 
Xorborne Berkeley 
Charles D. Marshall 
'William J. Brown 
James P. Bender 
Charles R. Miller 
Edward B. Hill 
William H. Johnstone 
Warren M. Driver 
Sigmund L. Ilolverstott 
Richard II. Schlottman 
Frederick X. Finger 
Robert Young 

Fred H. Overdorf 

16108 William L. Achenbach 
Donald T. Aikenhead 

Jesse V. Honeycutt 
John M. Ellis 
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Charles M. Denise 

William H. Stewart 

Paul W. Cotton 

Edward F. Gobi 

Robert S. A. Dougherty 

Roy A. Lewis 

Charles R. Ellicott 

Harrv A. Whitaker 
% 

Edward F. Entwisle 
Jacob H. Edmonds 
Stewart J. Cort 
Frank A. Robbins, Jr. 
Edwin J. Paulus 
T. Scott Clingan 
Thomas R. Johns 
Myrle L. Jacobs 
Arthur F. Peterson 
Edward J. Quackenbush 
Augustino T. De Serrano 
John M. Gross 

Harry C. Crawford 
1G109 Ralph E. Hough 

Sidnev D. Evans 
* 

Ewart L. Roberts 
John C. Davies 
Francis A. Dunn 
Homer M. Crossett 
Ralph Kent 
Gordon R. Baer 
Frank E. Howells 
Harrv R. Coulson 
Harrv A. Marley 
Harry II. Phillips 
Thomas F. Gallagher 
Clifford T. Ward 
William II. Bennett 
Thomas C. Kern 
Patrick J. Scott 
Daniel W. O’Learv 
Scott D. Baumer 
Hilaries J. Eppley 
Edwin W. Trexler 
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George W. Rodgers 
Harry F. Raab 
Jerry F. Wilbur 
Harold C. Cox 

Harry E. Trout 

16110 Charles M. Schwartz 
Robert Earl Penrod 

Elliott H. Hollenback 
William C. Frank 
Clayton T. Harrison 
Bernard A. Blume 
Irwin W. Penrod 
Edward 0. Murray 
Walter M. Thomas 
Henry P. Veil 
Frank E. Thompson 
Wilbur B. Hoddinott 
Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom : Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Will you read the question back, 
Mr. Reporter? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Li so far as you know, did any of 
the persons whose names I read in asking the preceding 
question at any time suggest to or order or direct the 
Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or its executive com- 

16111 mittee or any other committee of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee as such Citizens’ Committee, or 

as such Executive Committee, or as any such other com¬ 
mittee, to do or refrain from doing anything? A. No. 

Q. In so far as you know, did any of the persons whose 
names I read in asking the next to the last preceding 
question, at any time suggest to or order or direct any 
member or officer or representative of the Johnstown Citi¬ 
zens’ Committee or of its executive committee, or of any 
other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee, 
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as such member or officer or representative, to do or re¬ 
frain from doing anything? A. No. 

Q. Did you, or in so far as you know, did any other 
representative of Bethlehem Steel Company or any repre¬ 
sentative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at any time prior 
to August 26, 1937, discuss with or mention to Mr. Francis 
C. Martin or Mr. Fulton I. Connor or any other officer or 
member of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee, any mat¬ 
ter that in any way related to the question as to the 
manner in which the contributions that were made bv Beth- 

mf 

lehem Steel Company to the Johnstown Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee would or should be handled or were handled on the 
books or in the accounts of that committee? A. No. 

16112 Q. Did any officer or member of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee at any time prior to August 26, 

1937, mention to you or discuss with you or, in so far 
as you know, with any other representative of Bethlehem 
Steel Company or any other representative of Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation, any matter that in any way related to 
the manner in which the contributions that were made by 
Bethlehem Steel Company to the Johnstown Citizens ’ Com¬ 
mittee would or should be handled or were handled on the 
books or in the accounts of that committee? A. No. 

Q. Did you or in so far as you know, did any other rep¬ 
resentative of Bethlehem Steel Company or any repre¬ 
sentative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at any time prior 
to August 26, 1937, know that the receipt by the Johns¬ 
town Citizens’ Committee of the moneys which were con¬ 
tributed to it by Bethlehem Steel Company had not been 
shown in the books of account of the Johnstown Citizens’ 
Committee? A. No. 

Q. Did you or in so far as you know, did any other 
representative or Bethlehem Steel Company or any rep¬ 
resentative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at any time 
prior to August 26,1937, know that the disbursement 

16113 of such moneys had not been shown in such books 
of account? A. No. 

Mr. Broun: No further questions, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Rose, Mr. Sha'we? 
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16114 Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, how long have you 
known Mayor Shields—approximately, of course? A. I 
have known Mayor Shields approximately six years. 

Q. Did you have any conversations or conferences with 
Mayor Shields during the months of June and July, 1937 ? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Did you personally deliver to Mayor Shields $4,372 
in cash, oil or about July 22, 1937? A. Yes. 

Q. Was this $4,372 drawn from the funds of the Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company? A. Yes. 

Q. Prior to the delivery of the money to Mayor Shields, 
did you have a conversation with Mayor Shields in his office 
on the same day, July 22nd? A. Yes. 

Q. Will you please tell us what was said on that occasion 
by you and by the Mayor? A. On this day, July 22nd, I 
was in the Mayor’s office, and I have no idea of what we 
were talking about. About that time there were discus¬ 
sions on flood control, and that may or may not have 

16115 been the subject. I sat opposite Mayor Shields, and 
when I was about ready to move out of his office, 

or leave his office, the Mayor opened the drawer to his 
desk and pulled out a file of papers, saying that, “I have 
a number of bills here that must be paid.” 

I then made some comment to the Mayor, no doubt of 
this kind, that I suggest that you call Mr. Martin, chair¬ 
man of the Citizens’ Committee, he surely must have funds 
available for that payment. 

I left the office right after that statement. I returned 
to my office and— 

Mr. Broun: Just a minute, Mr. Examiner. Has the 
question been answered? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

Mr. Broun: And, Mr. Examiner, I believe that when 
Mr. Shawe asked his original question he said on or about 
July 22nd— 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct. 

Mr. Broun: Then, in a subsequent question, he said, 
“on that date.” I don’t think counsel for the Board 
intends to have the record show that the witness answered 
the first question, saying on or about July 22nd, and then 
that it was that date— 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: To the best of vonr recol- 

16116 lection, Mr. Ellicott, what was the date of this con¬ 
ference? 

The Witness: It was on a Friday, and I was under the 
impression that that was the 23rd. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Does anyone have a calendar? 

Mr. Moore: Friday is the 23rd. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It is. 

Mr. Moore: Or was. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You are quite correct. 

Mr. Shawe: I think it is understood that we were all 
talking about July 23rd. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Will you go ahead and continue 
and tell us what you did after you left the Mayor’s office? 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, Mr. Shawe means in 
connection with— 

Mr. Shawe: Of course, in connection with this trans¬ 
action. 

The Witness: This is off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

The Witness: I left the Mayor’s office and returned to 
my office. I had only been in my office a few minutes 
when my secretary told me that Mayor Shields wished to 
speak to me on the telephone. In answering the tele- 

16117 phone, the Mayor told me that he had tried to reach 
Mr. Martin, and that he had been told that Mr. Mar¬ 
tin had left town and would not be back for a period of 
ten days. 

The Mayor then said that being unable to reach Mr. 
Martin, which meant that he was unable to secure the 
necessary funds, which placed him in an embarrassing posi¬ 
tion. 

I then told the Mayor that I would see what I could do 
about it. I did considerable thinking after that, and I 
reviewed in my mind what had transpired since the steel 
strike on June 11th. I was thinking of the excitement that 
we all experienced during the strike. I was thinking about 
the troubles we experienced during martial law, and also 
thought of the men being thrown out of work due to the 
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dynamiting of the pipe lines, and I concluded that if the 
cleaning up of these bills would put us back to normal, that 
I was going to secure the amount required, and give it to 
the Mayor. 

I called Mr. S. D. Evans and told Mr. Evans that I would 
like to have some strike money to the extent of $4,372. 

Mr. Evans then presented me with a cash advance slip 
which I signed, and he then signed, and he left the office. 

Mr. Broun: May I ask whether the witness said 

16118 he left the office? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He left the office. 

The Witness: A short time later Mr. Evans returned 
and delivered me an envelope—no notations on it—and he 
then told me that the envelope contained the money that 
I had specified. It was some time later that afternoon 
when I was either going out into the mill, or returning from 
the mill, I stopped at the Mayor’s office and found the 
Mayor sitting at his desk, walked in, laid the envelope 
on his desk and then I said to the Mayor, “I told you at 
noon on the telephone that I would see what I could do. 
and that is what I done.” 

I don’t recall whether the Mayor made any comment. 
I immediately left his office. That is all I know about it. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Did the Mayor show you any bills 
which he stated that he had at that time? A. No. 

Mr. Broun: Well now, Mr. Examiner, it seems to me 
we should find out what time we are talking about because 
the witness testified— 

Mr. Shawe: I am referring to the first conference which 
you had with the Mayor, and I think you said was July 
23rd, and he said he needed some $4,372 to pay some bills. 
Did he show you any bills on that occasion ? 

16119 Mr. Broun: Mr. Shawe said the first conference 
and the witness said he had conferences in June and 

Julv. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He said on that day. 

Mr. Shawe: Read my question back, Mr. Reporter. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: At that time was subsequently 
shown to be July 23rd. 
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Mr. Broun: And the witness said— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase it. 

Mr. Shawe: Strike out the last two questions and an¬ 
swers and I will rephrase it. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) At the first conference you had with 
Mayor Shields on July 23rd, did the Mayor show you any 
bills? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, the question in the first place 
has been answered. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is the answer? 

Mr. Broun: That at the time he was in the Mayor’s 
office, or just before he left, as I understand it, on the 
morning of July 23rd, the Mayor pulled a file out and said 
these are strike bills. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is not in the testimony. 

Mr. Broun: And Mr. Shawe also assumes— 
16120 Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Broun, that is not 
the testimony. Mr. Ellicott said he pulled out some 
papers 

Mr. Broun: And said that they were bills. 

Mr. Shawe: Who said they were bills? 

Mr. Broun: The Mayor said they were bills. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you want to have the question 
read back, Mr. Ellicott? A. Yes. 

Mr. Shawe: Read my question back, please. 

(The reporter repeated the next to the last question as 
above set forth.) 

The Witness: I previously testified that he opened his 
drawer and pulled out a file of bills. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Did you see the bills? 

Mr. Broun: What does that mean? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Precisely that. Did Mr. Elli¬ 
cott see the bills. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Did you look at the bills? 

Mr. Broun: He said he pulled out the file of bills, as I 
understand it. 

The Witness: I testified all that I know about it, Mr. 
Shawe. He simply opened the drawer, takes out a file, the 
same as I take out this file (indicating), put them down on 
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his desk and then he said, “Here is a number of bills 

16121 that must be paid.” 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, in fact, do you know 
yourself that they were bills? A. Do you mean by that 
question that I leafed this file over? 

Q. Yes. Do you know that they were bills ? A. I did not 
examine the file as far as individual items or individual 
statements. 

Q. Well then, in fact, you do not know yourself whether or 
not they were bills? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) My question is, on that occasion when 
he picked up this file, did you know at that time that they 
were bills? 

16122 Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, the witness has an¬ 
swered. It does not seem necessary to go over the 

ground again. 

Mr. Shawe: I don’t think he answered that question. 
Mr. Broun: The witness told counsel for the Board that 
the Mayor took the file of bills, and said— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: May I have the question, please? 

Mr. Shawe: Read the question, Mr. Reporter. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: I had to assume that they were bills for 
the reason that I did not examine the separate sheets in 
that file. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Then you did not know yourself that 
they were bills? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, there isn’t any use— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will sustain the objection. It 
has been gone over. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) I believe you told us that this money 
you delivered to the Mavor was in cash; is that correct? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now, was this $4,372. recorded on the books of the 
company? A. Yes. 

16123 Q. How was it recorded on the books of the Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Company? 
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Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, Mr. Ellicott testified 
that he is the general manager of the plant. Does Mr. 
Shawe want first-hand information or not? 

Mr. Shawe: I want what Mr. Ellicott knows. He is the 
general manager of the plant, and I am sure if anyone 
knows about it, he does. 

Mr. Broun: He is not the bookkeeper. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Broun, I think you are over¬ 
looking the fact that this transaction was handled by Mr. 
Ellicott. 

Mr. Broun: There is no showing that the accounting was 
handled by Mr. Ellicott. He signed the requisition slip. 
The money was brought back to him. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may tell what he knows 
about it. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Tell us what you know about it. A. 
The only thing I know about that, Mr. Shawe, is that I saw 
the cash sheet—I think that is what we call it—that we had 
at Washington, during the hearing. 

Q. How was this $4,372. recorded? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, the cash sheet is the best evi¬ 
dence of that. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, this witness testified 
16124 he saw the cash sheet. He can tell us what he saw on 
the cash sheet. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: I don’t know, for the reason that I had no 
contact, never paid any attention to any matters pertain¬ 
ing to accounting or cash sheets, or cash books. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, did you see the cash sheet, Mr. 
Ellicott? A. Yes, but— 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, the question has been an¬ 
swered, he saw the cash sheet in Washington, at the La 
Follette hearing. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I would like to state one 
thing. I gave Mr. Broun all the leeway possible on direct 
examination. I believe he could give us some leeway on 
cross-examination. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, counsel for the Board’s 
statement is absolutely foolish, to give some leeway on 
cross-examination— 

Mr. Shawe: I will say— 
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Mr. Broun: And I wish he would keep his mouth shut— 
Mr. Shawe: And, Mr. Examiner, every question I asked 
this morning has been objected to, practically. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is pending, Mr. Reporter, 
aside from the dual speeches? 

16125 (The reporter repeated the last question as above 
set forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. Complete your 
answer. 

Mr. Shawe: Now*,— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Are you withdrawing the pre¬ 
vious question? 

Mr. Shawe: I am sorry. I thought that was the pievious 
question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That was. 

Do you want that answered? 

Mr. Shawe: I thought it was. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, there was a “yes, but”. 
Mr. Shawe: I want the question answered. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then let the witness answer. 
Mr. Broun: Now, what is the question? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am not going to read this over 
and over again. 

The Witness: I must have the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase the question. Strike 
the pending question. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) My question is, Mr. Ellicott, how was 
this $4,372. recorded on the cash sheet which you say you 
saw in Washington? 

Mr. Broun: I have the same objection to that. 

16126 Trial Examiner Bloom: Overruled. Answer the 
question. 

The Witness: The cash sheet that I saw at Washington 
was probably a sheet twelve or fourteen inches in width 
and, as I recall it, there was a charge number B-5900, and 
various, and carried out to the opposite end of the sheet, 
an item $4,372. 

16127 Q. (By Mr. Shawe) In other words, the $4,372. 
was listed as “various” is that what you are trying 

to tell us? A. To the best of my knowledge. 
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Mr. Broun: Well now, I don’t know, Mr. Examiner, that 
that is what the record shows. Let’s have it read. Is coun¬ 
sel for the Board just putting words in the witness’ mouth ? 

Mr. Shawe: I didn’t put words in anybody’s mouth. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There is nothing pending, Mr. 
Shawe, go ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Now this cash requisition that Mr. 
Evans brought you which you signed for the $4,372, did 
that state the purpose of the money that you asked Mr. 
Evans to get for you which you later delivered to Mayor 
Shields? 

Mr. Broun: What is the purpose— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, what was on this requisition 
which you signed for the $4,372 and which Mr. Evans also 
signed? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, obviously that is not a ques¬ 
tion which is competent for an examination of this sort, the 
requisition is the best evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

16128 The Witness: That requisition was the standard 
requisition that we use when we requisition cash ad¬ 
vances from the cashier’s department. There was nothing 
on there except the standard form. Where there is a space 
for my signature and a space for Mr. Evans’ signature, 
there was nothing else on it— 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Nothing else on it? A. No. 

Q. It did not state what the money was drawn for? A. 
No. 

Q. Now you referred to B5900 I believe, what did you 
mean by that? A. That is merely a form of accounting. 

Q. Now, do you have in the office here this bookkeeping 
entry? 

Mr. Broun: What does that mean? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which bookkeeping entry? 

Mr. Broun: Where is 44 the office here”? 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Bookkeeping entry of the transac¬ 
tion— 

Mr. Shawe: I withdraw the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you have in the general office here 
this account No. 5900? 


8010 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 


Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, how can one have an account 
number in an office, the question isn’t clear? 

16129 Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase it. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you have the account bear¬ 
ing No. 5900 here in the general office? A. I don’t know. 

Q. Well, isn’t that where all the accounts are kept, Mr. 
Ellicott? A. I don’t know. 

Mr. Broun: All accounts of what? 

The Witness: Mr. Shawe, I have told you all that I know 
about it. 

Mr. Moore: I think, Mr. Examiner, if you will permit me 
that I should try to clear up a little bit of mystery, why Mr. 
Ellicott says he doesn’t know. I had, as it appears through 
Mr. Evans, the sheets in Washington with me. In so far as 
I know Mr. Ellicott does not know whether or not they 
have been returned to the cashier, or the bookkeeper. 

Mr. Shawe: I will ask counsel if the accounts that were 
taken to Washington were not photostats of the originals? 

Mr. Moore: I took the original accounts to Washington 
and had them photostated in Washington. 

Mr. Shawe: I will ask counsel if the originals have been 
returned to the Cambria office here in Johnstown? 

16130 Mr. Moore: They have, yes. 

Mr. Shawe: I will ask counsel if he would produce 
the originals or photostats of these transactions? 

Mr. Moore: I told Mr. Rose yesterday that I would not, 
or the day before yesterday, whichever day it was, that I 
would not. I do not see that they have any direct bearing 
on anything in the case. 

Mr. Shawe: Aside from the direct bearing, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, I think we can argue that out here, but I ask counsel 
if he will produce them ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, all right, you have asked 
him. I have nothing to do with it, I am not going to get 
mixed up in these squabbles about whether lawyers should 
or should not produce papers. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I don’t think that it is quite 
fair for you to say this is a squabble. I have tried in a re¬ 
spectable way to answer a question in the best interest of 
my clients. 

Mr. Shawe: I think it is material, Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. Moore: That is all right. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: What I mean is, I don’t want 
remarks addressed to mo about situations where one counsel 
declines to produce papers belonging to his client, it is 
none of my affair one way or the other. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I wasn’t addressing myself to 
you. 

16131 Trial Examiner Bloom: I realize that, but I was 
referring to Mr. Shawe’s remark to me, more or less 

arguing the matter. I don’t want to have any part of it, 
once was enough. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, did you have a conver¬ 
sation with Mayor Shields on or about June 11th, concern¬ 
ing the purchase of tear gas? A. No. 

16132 Q. Did you have any conversation at any time with 
the Mayor concerning the purchase of tear gas? 

Mr. Broun: That is a very broad question, concerning 
the purchase of tear gas by whom and in what connection, 
Mr. Examiner, don’t you think the question should be a 
little more definite? 

Mr. Shawe: I am trying to find out if he had a conver¬ 
sation about it, Mr. Examiner, and then we will find out— 
Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, did you ever have a con¬ 
versation with Mayor Shields about tear gas; does that 
meet your objection, Mr. Broun? 

Mr. Broun: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Will you answer the Examiner’s 
question? A. I think it was on Friday, June 11th, and I 
do not know whether this was a conference with the Mayor 
or a telephone conversation, when he inquired as to whether 
we had any tear gas at the Cambria Plant. 

I told him that we did not. At that time the Mayor told 
me that he was inquiring as to whether there was anybody, 
or, rather, whether there was any gas available in the 
district. 

I think that was all that was said at that time. Then 
on Saturday, June 12th, I had a conversation with 

16133 Mayor Shields in which he told me of the large 
crowd that was assembled at the Washington Street 

entrance of the Gautier Department. He made a comment 
at that time that the crowd was orderly, but that it w T ould 
be difficult to even guess what might happen if a crow T d of 
that size would get out of hand. 
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He was referring to the possibility of a major disturb¬ 
ance and bloodshed, and it was then the question of tear 
gas again entered into the conversation. 

It is impossible for me to tell you exactly what was said, 
but I can give you the substance of it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is sufficient. 

The Witness: The conversation was probably some¬ 
thing like this: The Mayor probably said that we should 
get a quantity of tear gas and have it available. I told the 
Mayor that the way we were set up it was an absolutely 
impossibility for our watchmen to use tear gas even though 
we did have it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Did you say possibility or im¬ 
possibility? 

The Witness: Impossibility. My reason for making 
that statement was that early that morning we had had 
our chief engineer with a corps of assistants mark off the 
property line at each of the entrances and I explained to 
the Mayor that inasmuch as our men were pro- 
16134 hibited from functioning outside of the property, 
that we could not possibly use the gas. 

I also told the Mayor that our watchmen had never had 
any training in the use of gas and that I understood that 
the use of tear gas in the hands of an untrained individual 
was practically murder. I think I then made the statement 
that if tear gas was to be used, it would necessarily need 
to be used by the City Police. 

I also made the statement that I agreed with him that 
we should have a quantity of tear gas. It was then, I think, 
the Mayor— 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner— 

Mr. Shawe: Just a minute, Mr. Examiner, may the wit¬ 
ness finish his answer before counsel interrupts, please? 

Mr. Broun: Well, it seems to me the witness should have 
the last statement read back to him. 

Mr. Shawe: I don’t think that is proper at all, it breaks 
up the witness’ trend of thought. 

Mr. Broun: Simply the word—I want to understand 
whether it is “we” or “he”. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, read that last. 

(The reporter repeated the last answer, as above set 
forth.) 
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The Witness: Well, that is wrong, if I may make that 
correction. 

16135 Trial Examiner Bloom: Surely. 

The Witness: Because I was talking to the Mayor, 
that he should have a quantity of tear gas. The Mayor then 
made the statement that he had no requisition to cover the 
purchase of tear gas. 

I then probably said something like this: “Mr. Mayor, I 
would suggest that you go right ahead, secure your tear gas 
and let the paying of it take care of itself.” 

I think that is about the substance of that conversa¬ 
tion. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Did you, subsequent to this conver¬ 
sation which you have just told us about, approve an au¬ 
thorization for $5,300.33 for the payment to Federal Labo¬ 
ratories for tear gas purchased by Mayor Shields? 

Mr. Broun: I object to that, Mr. Examiner, it assumes 
a state of facts not in evidence. Statements of fact about 
what the authorizations approved to pay for, etc.—that is 
an improper question. 

Mr. Shawe: I think— 

Mr. Broun: Furthermore, Mr. Ellicott stated that the 
form of authorization hasn’t anything on it— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He hasn’t said a word about this 
authorization yet, Mr. Broun, I don’t know how you can 
assume that Mr. Ellicott said the authorization had 

16136 nothing on it when Mr. Ellicott hasn’t said any¬ 
thing about it. 

Mr. Broun: Form of authorization is what I said, Mr. 
Examiner, and Mr. Shawe asked him if he approved of 
authorization and I assume he had reference to a form. 

Mr. Shawe: I hadn’t even spoken about this transaction 
at all, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Mr. Shawe: Read the question to Mr. Ellicott, I don’t 
think he has it in his mind. 

(The reporter repeated the pending question, as fol¬ 
lows: 

“Question: Did you. subsequent to this conversation 

which you have just told us about, approve an authoriza¬ 
tion for $5,300.33 for the payment to Federal Laboratories 
for tear gas purchasel by Mayor Shields?”) 
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The Witness: I approved an advance slip presented to 
me by Mr. Evans for that amount. When that advance¬ 
ment was presented—when that advance slip was presented 
to me, I don’t recall whether anything was said about tear 
gas. I knew, however, that it was a payment to be made 
to Mr. Charles Adams. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, a payment to Mr. Charles 
Adams for what? A. For the tear gas. 

16137 Q. Purchased by the Mayor Shields? A. Yes. 

Q. And was that payment made in cash? 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, what payment are we 
talking about? 

16138 Mr. Shawe: Now we have only been talking about 
one payment, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We have been talking about a 
requisition up to this point. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Was the $5,300.33 which was given 
to Mr. Charles Adams for the Federal Laboratories paid 
in cash? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, that assumes a state of fact 
not in evidence, there is no statement $5,300, or any other 
amount, was given to Mr. Adams, yet. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We are still with the requisition, 
Mr. Shawe. I just said that a minute ago. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, do you know’ wrhat was done 
after you signed the requisition, Mr. Ellicott? 

Mr. Broun: Does that mean, Mr. Examiner, does he 
know’ of his own knowledge what was done? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, the general manager 
might have some ideas on the subject, I suppose. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Go ahead and tell us about it, Mr. 
Ellicott. A. Well, I have reason to believe that Mr. Evans 
presented this cash requisition to the cashier and drew that 
amount of money, and I have further reason to believe that 
it was given to Mr. Adams. 

Q. And was this—strike that, please. 

16139 Was this money drawn from Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany funds? A. I just told you— 

Mr. Broun: What does that mean, Mr. Examiner? The 
witness has testified he had reason to believe that a certain 
amount w r as drawn by Mr. Adams from the cashier. 
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Mr. Shawe: Now, I want to know if that was drawn from 
Bethlehem Steel Company funds, Mr. Examiner, or whether 
it was drawn from Mr. Ellicott’s own personal fund, or 
Mr. Evans’ personal fund, I don’t know whose funds they 
were. 

Mr. Broun: Ask him what the cashier was— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may have been the Bethlehem 
cashier, and yet it is conceivable there may have been either 
a cash advance from Mr. Evans or Mr. Ellicott, there is no 
reason— 

Air. Shawe: That is my very point, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You may answer. 

The Witness: It was drawn from the cashier of the 
v ’ambria Steel Plant. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Of the Bethlehem Steel Company? A. 
Of the Bethlehem Steel Company. 

Q. Then it was Bethelehem Steel Company money, was 
it not ? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, do you have to go over 
16140 a thing of that sort twice? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I haven’t gone over it—we 
haven’t gone over it once yet, the last answer is that it 
was drawn from the cashier, but there still is no evidence 
in the record as to whose money it was. 

Mr. Broun: Well, I certainly can’t see that the cashier 
of the Cambria Plant would be handling anybody else’s 
funds but Bethlehem Steel Company funds. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then is it stipulated that the 
funds that were paid to Mr. Adams were Bethlehem Steel 
Company funds? 

Mr. Moore: Why certainly. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, that is enough. Go 
ahead. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe ) At the time you discussed the tear 
gas with Mayor Shields— 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner— 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) —was any— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which time? 

Mr. Broun: And ‘ 4 this tear gas”. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase the question. 

Mr. Shawe: Strike the question, please. 
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Q. (By Mr. Shawe) On Saturday, June 12th, when you 
had a conversation with Mayor Shields with reference to 
tear gas was any amount to be purchased discussed 

16141 at that time? A. No. 

Q. Was any amount to be purchased discussed at 
any time between you and Mayor Shields? A. No. 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, the witness originally 
said that he thought the conversation was probably on June 
11th, I assume that is understood. 

Mr. Shawe: I think the record is clear on that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Now did you— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On whatever date it was, I think 
he indicated it was Saturday, but— 

Mr. Broun: I merely meant to call attention to the fact 
that he hadn’t been absolutely positive, I think it -was the 
second time he talked to the Mayor. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right,, the second time. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Prior to the delivery of this money 
to Mr. Adams did Mayor Shields ever tell you how much 
tear gas he had purchased? A. No. 

Q. Well, did you give the Mayor just a blanket authori¬ 
zation to purchase all the tear gas that he needed? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, I object, there is— 

16142 Trial Examiner Bloom: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, on or about June 
7th or 8th did you have a conversation with Mr. Bergman 
and Mr. Hough or with either one of them? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, Mr. Hough is the assistant 
general manager, and Mr. Bergman is the chief of watch¬ 
men, don’t you think we might have a little more definite 
question than that? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Make it specific. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) About June 7th or 8th did you have 
a conversation with Mr. Bergman or Mr. Hough, or either 
one of them, with reference to Mr. Sewak? A. I am not 
sure about the date that I had a conversation with those 
men. 

Q. Can you tell us how that conversation came about? A. 
I don’t recall whether there was anything that prompted 
that conversation at that time but we had taken on addi¬ 
tional watchmen to protect our plant in the forepart of 
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June, and it would be reasonable to assume that in that 
conversation we referred to the police protection in Frank¬ 
lin Boro, and I asked either Mr. Hough or Mr. Bergman 
or both of them to see Burgess Sewak with the thought of 
having the Burgess provide extra policemen to protect the 
interests of the employees of the Cambria Plant, as well 
as the property of the Cambria Plant located in Franklin 
Boro. 

16143 At that time I think Franklin Boro had only three 
policemen. 

Q. Well, did Mr. Bergman or Mr. Hough say anything 
at that time? 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, say anything about 
what? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Anything. 

The Witness: Well, I imagine we had a conversation, 
but what they said at that time I haven’t any idea at all, 
they, no doubt, said that they would see Burgess Sewak 
that day and possibly the next day. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, did they subsequently report 
to you that they had seen Burgess Sewak? A. Yes, and as 
I remember it, they told me that the Burgess was not or did 
not agree to put additional police on the force. 

16144 Q. Didn’t they tell you that the Burgess would 
not swear in Bethlehem watchmen? A. I don’t re¬ 
call, they probably did, there is a possibility that that was 
mentioned. 

Q. When did they report to you the results of that con¬ 
ference with Burgess Sewak? A. I imagine the same day 
they saw the Burgess. 

Q. You referred to your secretary, Mr. Ellicott, who is 
your secretary? A. Mr. Charles E. Bird. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Are you going into something 
else? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose we take a brief recess. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were had as follows:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, Mr. Shawe. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, do you know Mr. E. L. 
Roberts? A. Yes. 
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Q. What are his duties with the company? A. He assists 
Mr. Evans in his work. 

Q. Is he a salaried employee? A. Yes. 

Q. And how long has he been assistant to Mr. 

16145 Evans ? A. Probably five or six years. 

Q. For the last five or six years, would you say? 
A. I would say that is about right. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, may I object, and I do ob¬ 
ject, to these questions as immaterial. 

Mr. Shawe: I think it is quite material, Mr. Examiner. 
Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, there is nothing pending 
now. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, Mr. Ellicott, were you aware 
that the Steel Workers Organizing Committee had begun 
an organizational drive among the employees of the Cam¬ 
bria Plant during the summer of 1936? 

Mr. Broun: Now, what does that question mean? 

Mr. Shawe: Read the question back, please. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, it seems to me that question 
is ambiguous and unclear, the question might be asked 
whether Mr. Ellicott had heard of it, but it calls for a con¬ 
clusion as it is phrased. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, had you heard that 
such was the fact? 

The Witness: I believe there was something at about 
that time, I don’t know just how -we did know, prob- 

16146 ably a newspaper article. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you know Mr. Moore— 
strike that, please. How long have you known Mr. Moore ? 
Mr. Broun: What Mr. Moore? 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Hoyt A. Moore, counsel for the com¬ 
pany? A. I have— 

Q. Approximately, of course. 

Mr. Moore: You mean by that, when he first met me? 
Mr. Shawe: Yes. 

The Witness: I met Mr. Moore probably in April of 
1937. 

Mr. Broun: May I ask if that means the first time, Mr. 
Examiner? 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR EEL. BOARD. 8019 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Did you mean for the first time ? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think that is the question; 
is that the way you understood it? 

The Witness: That is, that was the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Was Mr. Moore in Johnstown dur¬ 
ing the month of June 1937 ? A. No. 

Q. Did you have any conversations with Mr. Moore over 
the telephone during the Month of June, 1937? 

16147 A. No. 

Q. Can you tell me if any of Mr. Moore’s associates 
were in Johnstown during the month of June, 1937? 

Mr. Broun: What does that mean, Mr. Examiner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: How is all this material? 

Mr. Shawe: All right, I will withdraw the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, Mr. Evans has told 
us that he attended a meeting of the Executive Committee 
of the Citizens’ Committee on June 16th; did you have a 
conversation with Mr. Evans prior to the time that he at¬ 
tended this meeting? 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, Mr. Evans is the as¬ 
sistant general manager— 

Mr. Shawe: I don’t know why all this is necessary, Mr. 
Examiner, it is a very simple question and can be answered 
yes or no. 

Mr. Broun: It is a very foolish question, because, of 
course, he has had countless conversations with Mr. Evans. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase the question. For 
your information, Mr. Ellicott, June 16th was a Wednes¬ 
day, I believe. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Did Mr. Evans tell you that he had 
been invited to attend an executive meeting, executive com¬ 
mittee meeting, of the Citizens’ Committee on Wednesday, 
June 16th? A. Yes. 

16148 Q. Did you have a conversation with him with ref¬ 
erence to that prior to his attendance at the meet¬ 
ing? A. Yes, I think I did, as I remember it we had been 
discussing, I don’t recall just what we were talking about, 
but I told Mr. Evans that he was permitted to make an 
offer at this meeting that we would make a contribution to 
the Citizens’ Committee of $25,000. 
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Just what additional conversation occurred at that time, 
I don’t remember. 

Q. Did Mr. Evans report back to you after the meeting 
what he had said at the meeting or whether he had made 
the offer at the meeting? A. Yes, I am pretty sure he did. 

Q. In other words, he made the offer with your approval, 
is that correct? A. That’s right. 

Q. Mr. Evans has told us when he testified here last week 
and part of this week of certain payments that he made to 
the Citizens’ Committee; w T ere all of these payments made 
to the Citizens’ Committee with your approval? 

Mr. Moore: I think that is not quite proper cross-ex¬ 
amination. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, were any payments made by 
Mr. Evans to the Citizens’ Committee? 

16149 Mr. Moore: Well, I think that is also rather im¬ 
proper. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: Well, it calls for information that could 
only have come, as I understand it, to somebody—if the 
question is, “Did any one tell you that,” it is proper, but 
it is perfectly patent on the face of it, that the witness does 
not know and the testimony to which the counsel is refer¬ 
ring indicates that, so it doesn’t seem to me that it is a fair 
question. 

Ask him if anybody told him about it, that is quite pro¬ 
per, as I said. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, let’s see if I can’t short¬ 
cut that: Mr. Ellicott, did Mr. Evans or any one else ever 
tell you that he had made certain payments to the Citizens’ 
Committee following the offer of contribution of $25,000. 
made by Mr. Evans on behalf of the Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany? Is there any objection to that question? 

Mr. Moore: No, no, quite proper. 

The Witness: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. Is that clear 
to you now? 
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Mr. Moore: Payment, of course, to the Citizens’ 

16150 Committee? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: To the Citizens’ Commit¬ 
tee. 

The Witness: I don’t remember anything ever being 
mentioned about the payments actually being made. I au¬ 
thorized the payments, as is in the record, as far as ap¬ 
proval of cash advance slips for these payments. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) You authorized all of the cash ad¬ 
vance slips for the payments of the Citizens’ Committee? 
A. Yes. 

Mr. Broun: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were resumed as follows:) 

16151 Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Did you attend a meeting of 
the Citizens’ Committee held at the Central High School’ 
Mr. Broun: May we have the date, Mr. Examiner? 

Mr. Shawe: Thursday night, June 17th. 

The Witness: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you recall that the strike, I be¬ 
lieve, occurred on June 11th; is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Was Mr. Evans in town on June 11th? A. Yes. 

Mr. Broun: I assume that Mr. Shawe does not mean to 
restrict that to the City of Johnstown. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Was he at the office working at his 
position on June 11th? A. To the best of my knowledge. 

Q. Do you recall seeing him on June 11th ? A. I think he 
may have been there, but actually whether I should make 
an absolute statement that Mr. Evans was in the office on 
June 11th, it is impossible for me to make that statement. 
Q. To the best of your knowledge, he was there? A. Yes. 
Mr. Moore: He answered yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The witness shook his 

16152 head affirmatively. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) To the best of your knowl¬ 
edge, was he at the office on June 10th? A. To the best of 
my knowledge he was there at the office. 

Q. On what floor of the general office building is your of¬ 
fice, Mr. Ellicott? A. The fourth floor. 
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Q. And is Mr. Evans’ office on the fourth floor also? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Does Mr. Roberts work on the fourth floor also? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Mr. Ellicott, do you mind telling us for the record 
how far Mr. Shields’ office—the Mayor’s office—is from 
your office— 

Mr. Broun: Well now’— 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) —in blocks? A. Well, the Cam¬ 
bria Steel Plant office is almost midway between Walnut 
and Franklin—I am wrong. I am wrong on that—be¬ 
tween Walnut and Market, and Mayor Shields’ office is in 
City Hall, which is located at Market and Main, and from 
that I would say that it is about a block and a half from 
my office. 

Q. Was that true during the months of June and July, 
1937? A. Yes. 

16153 Mr. Moore: Might I break in and ask a question 
there, please, Mr. Examiner? 

Is Main Street the next street going west from Locust 
Street? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You say, going west? 

Mr. More: Yes. 

The Witness: Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Broun: Might I ask on what street is the Fort 
Stanwix Hotel? 

Mr. Moore: I think it is better to agree where the 
Mayor’s office is than to have an incorrect statement. 

Does anyone have a map? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There is a map. I am com¬ 
pletely lost in this town. 

Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Is it stipulated by all counsel, after consultation, with the 
map, that City Hall is approximately one and one-half 
blocks to two blocks from the main office building? 

Mr. Moore: I take it that that is about right. 

Mr. Shawe: That is agreeable. 

16154 Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, during the month 
of June, 1937, were there any new telephone lines 

installed in your office or in the general office building? 
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Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, it seems to me that that is im¬ 
material. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will let him answer, subject to 
the objection. 

The Witness: No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you withdraw the objection, 
Mr. Broun? 

Mr. Shawe: I will withdraw the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Have you any objection to with¬ 
drawing the question? 

Mr. Broun: No. 

Mr. Moore: I do object to his withdrawing the question. 
He was asked that to show that there was a telephone call 
put in to the Mayor’s office. 

Mr. Shawe: I resent that. I haven’t said anything about 
that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Wait a minute. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Wait a minute. Can’t you hear? 
Will respondents’ counsel please make up their minds. 

Mr. Broun: I withdraw the withdrawal of the ob- 

16155 jection, and object to the withdrawing of the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Let it stand. 

Mr. Shawe: Off the record— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Get on with the examination. 

Q. (Bv Mr. Shawe) Who is Mr. Quincy Bent? A. Mr. 
Quincy Bent is the vice-president of the Bethlehem Steel 
Company, in charge of operations. 

Q. Does Mr. Bent hold any position with the Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation? 

Mr. Broun: Now, what does that mean? What does po¬ 
sition mean? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ellicott, will you tell Mr. 
Broun what you think position means? 

16156 Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, what Mr. Ellicott thinks 
position means is not the point. It is what Mr. Shawe 

thinks, in his question, and what he means by his question. 
The answer is not intelligible unless the question is intelligi¬ 
ble. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, if Mr. Ellicott does not 
understand the question, Mr. Broun, I would be very much 
surprised. 
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Mr. Moore: What was that? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I would be very much surprised 
if Mr. Ellicott does not understand the question. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Ellicott may have a wonderful intelli¬ 
gence, but I am frank to say that I don’t understand it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I think it is a perfectly 
valid question. He may answer. 

Mr. Moore: Does a member of the Board of Directors hold 
a position in the company? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you understand the question? 
If you do not understand the question, please say so. 

The Witness: Do you want me to answer the question? 
Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

The Witness: I don’t know. All of my dealings with Mr. 
Bent is as vice-president of Bethlehem Steel Company. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Have you ever heard that he 

16157 was a member of the Board of Directors of the Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Corporation? 

Mr. Broun: I object to that as immaterial, Mr. Examiner. 
Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: It had never been discussed in my pres¬ 
ence, Mr. Shawe. I don’t know. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you report to the office of Mr. 
Quincy Bent — 

Mr. Broun: I object to that question, Mr. Examiner. He 
doesn’t show reports to anybody. What does report mean, 
anyway? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you report to anyone, Mr. 
Ellicott? 

The Witness: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you make any kind of reports to 
Mr. Bent’s office? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, the question has been an¬ 
swered. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He said he does not report to 
anyone. At least, I so understood your answer. Is that cor¬ 
rect, Mr. Ellicott? 

The Witness: That is correct. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you send any written reports of 
any kind to Bethlehem, Pennsylvania? 

16158 Trial Examiner Bloom: He just said no. 
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Mr. Shawe: I am asking a different question en¬ 
tirely, Mr. Examiner. I am asking if he sends any kind of 
reports to Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, I cannot see— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He said he doesn’t make reports 
to anyone, as I understand it. 

Mr. Shawe: This is a different question, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I know, but there is no substan¬ 
tial difference. He said he does not make reports to any¬ 
one, as I understand it. If I am wrong— 

Mr. Moore: It seems to me, Mr. Examiner, if I may 
break in again, the question is so indefinite—suppose Mr. 
Quincy Bent should write him and ask him how many tons 
of pig iron he has on hand, or how many tons of bars or 
plates, or anything else, would the response to that be a 
report ? 

Mr. Shawe: That is my question. 

Mr. Broun: That is not what Mr. Shawe has asked. 

Mr. Moore: That is not what Mr. Ellicott has in mind. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Tell me what reports you use, if you 
use any report? 

Mr. Broun: There again, Mr. Examiner, Mr. Shawe is 
again using the word report. It is indefinite. 

16159 Mr. Shawe: What would you call it, Mr. Broun? 

Mr. Broun: What do you mean by it? 

Mr. Shawe: Whatever he sends to Bethlehem. 

Mr. Broun: Nobody said anything about sending anything 
to Bethlehem. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Should Mr. Bent write you any¬ 
thing about such information as suggested by Mr. Moore, 
and you answered that inquiry or letter, would you call that 
a report? 

The Witness: No, I would not. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: WHbat would you call it? 

The Witness: I would call that a statement involving in¬ 
ventory. In other words, we send no regular reports to 
Bethlehem. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, do you report to Bethlehem the 
amount of production daily here at the Cambria Plant? A. 
Well, yes. Certainly. That is reported each morning by 
telephone, but there is no report sent in. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: You mean, no written report, Mr. 
Ellicott? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) But you send a verbal report of your 
production every day, do you not? A. A telephone con¬ 
versation. 

Q. And who do you report that to in Bethlehem/ 

16160 A. Mr. Broun: Mr. Ellicott said he states over the tel¬ 
ephone, or somebody does, what the production is. 

Mr. Shawe: That is what I am referring to, and I am 
asking to whom he states that over the telephone. 

Mr. Broun: But don’t, after the witness says he doesn’t 
report, constantly use the word “report.” 

Mr. Shawe: I don’t see why we should not characterize it 
that way. A person reports every day, to use Mr. Ellicott’s 
own expression. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: It is a clerical contact between our office 
here in Johnstown with the office—the vice-president’s of¬ 
fice, located in Bethlehem. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Now, Mr. Ellicott, in order to lay 
out money for capital expenditure here at the Cambria 
Plant, do you have to get authorization from any one in 
Bethlehem ? 

Mr. Broun: What does Mr. Shawe mean by lay out money 
for capital expenditure? 

16161 Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you know what I mean by 
capital expenditure, Mr. Ellicott? A. Yes. 

Q. Well, in order to get money for a capital expenditure, 
do you have to get approval from Bethlehem? 

Mr. Broun: Who and what, Mr. Examiner? 

Mr. Moore: A capital expenditure may be a building of a 
$50,000,000 mill. A capital expenditure may be for the ad¬ 
dition of a shed to a building. It is distinguished from a 
replacement. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, let us take the $50,000,000 
mill Mr. Moore referred to. Assume that you were building 
a new mill somewhere in the Cambria Plant, Mr. Ellicott, 
and not replacing an old mill. Would you have to get au¬ 
thorization ? 

The Witness: The procedure in that instance, we would 
develop the entire proposal in our engineering department, 
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and when I was satisfied that we had the plans and specifi¬ 
cations properly developed, certainly we would apply to 
Bethlehem for the authorization to spend the money. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) And to whom would you make the 
request for the authorization? A. I would send that in to 
Mr. Bent’s office. 

Q. Now, if you wanted to order a 30-hour week into 

16162 effect at the Cambria Plant, would you consult with 
the office in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, before putting 

it into effect? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, I do not like to continuously 
object to these questions, but the question is, if you wanted 
to. What does that mean? 

Mr. Shawe: Just what I say. 

Mr. Broun: You mean, after a decision had been reached 
that a 30-hour week should be instituted, or when the ques¬ 
tion begins to be considered, or what does it mean? 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, after you had talked it over 
with Mr. Evans and you and Mr. Evans decided you wanted 
to put a 30-hour week into effect at the Cambria Plant, 
would you take up the matter with anyone in Bethlehem be¬ 
fore putting in that policy? 

Mr. Broun: It seems to me it is just as ambiguous as be¬ 
fore, if not more so, if you want to put into effect, and would 
you take up the matter and talk it over— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If the officials in charge of the 
Cambria Plant had come to the conclusion that a 30-hour 
week would be instituted at the Cambria Plant, would you 
have to get an authorization or approval from anvone else 
before putting that 30-hour week into effect? 

16163 The Witness: No. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, would you consult with 
anyone in the Bethlehem office before putting that policy in¬ 
to effect? 

Mr. Broun: Well now, what does consult mean? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: No, not necessarily. 

Mr. Shawe: May I have a five-minute recess, please? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

(Thereupon, a five-minute recess was taken, after which 
the following proceedings were held:) 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come to 
order. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, do you recall when you 
testified before the Senate Civil Liberties Committee on 
March 11th, 1938 that Senator Thomas asked you the fol¬ 
lowing question? 

Mr. Moore: Mav I have the page, please? 

Mr. Shawe: 12477. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) “Well, could you go so far as for 
example to decide on your own authority to initiate the 
30-liour week in the Cambria Plant?” And I believe Mr. 
Evans gave an answer, and then Senator Thomas turned to 
you and asked you, “With whom would you consult, Mr. 
Ellicott?” 

16164 And you answered as follows: “Well, in the first 
place, Mr. Senator, we would handle that in just 

about the same way that we handled our construction jobs. 
We would make very certain we had the problem worked out 
that it was a sensible and reasonable conclusion, and we 
would submit our decision to Mr. Bent, the vice-president in 
charge of operations. 

“Senator Thomas:”— 

Mr. Broun: Is Mr. Shawe asking, Mr. Examiner, what 
happened, or stating what Senator Thomas said? 

Mr. Shawe: I am asking whether this happened. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you recall that question and an¬ 
swer being asked before the Senate Civil Liberties Com¬ 
mittee? 

Mr. Broun: Which question and answer? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There is only one, as I under¬ 
stand it. 

16165 Mr. Moore: He has given an answer, but I did not 
think he had stated a question. 

Mr. Shawe: I read Senator Thomas’ question also. 
Trial Examiner Bloom: The Senator asked a question, 
and then there was an answer, and then when the second 
question came in was wdien the respondents objected. 

Mr. Moore: He read a question addressed to Mr. Evans 
and then he read another question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Was the first question addressed 
to Mr. Evans? 

Mr. Moore: And then addressed to Mr. Ellicott. 
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Mr. Shawe: I think both Mr. Evans and Mr. Ellicott 
were on the stand, according to the record. The question 
was asked of Mr. Evans first and then Senator Thomas 
turned to Mr. Ellicott and asked him with whom he would 
consult with reference to the matter. 

Mr. Broun: Is that the question you are referring to? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) I am asking you, Mr. Ellicott, if you 
recall making that answer in response to Senator Thomas’ 
question? A. Yes, after Mr. Evans had cleared up the ques¬ 
tion with— 

Mr. Moore: Senator Thomas. 

The Witness: Senator Thomas. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you recall being asked the 

16166 following question and making the following answer: 
“Senator Thomas: Say you wanted to put the 

thirty-hour week into force, you are actually interested in 
doing it, you decided it was good for the plant, you put it 
up to him and he said no; what would you do about it? 

“Mr. Ellicott: We would immediately set out to get addi¬ 
tional arguments to put our story across.” 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you recall the following question 
being asked, and making the following answer: 

“Well, when was the time for decision given?” 

“Mr. Ellicott: Well, that is indefinite. It all depends on 
whether we were capable of convincing the Vice-president 
that we were thinking right on the matter.” Do you recall 
making that answer? A. Yes, I think I said that. 

Q. Do you recall Senator Thomas asking you the following 
question and giving the following answer: 

“But you would not think of putting in force an operation 
of that kind without consultation? 

“Mr. Ellicott: Certainly not.” 

The Witness: I believe that is right. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you recall Senator Thomas 

16167 asking you the following question, and making the 
following answer: 

“And you wouldn’t think of doing it without getting his 
consent? 

“Mr. Ellicott: Certainly not.” 

A. I think that is right. 
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Q. Now, Mr. Ellicott, do you want to change your previous 
answer to my question when I asked you if you would con¬ 
sult with anyone in the Bethlehem Office before ordering 
into effect the policy of a thirty-four week for the Cambria 
Plant ? 

Mr. Broun: That wasn’t his question. He asked if he 
would have to consult, and he said, “Not necessarily.” 
There is no inconsistency whatsoever. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) I will ask you this question, Mr. 
Ellicott. Would you consult with anyone in the Bethlehem 
Office before putting into effect a thirty-hour week? 

Mr. Broun: I still, Mr. Examiner, ask the same as I did 
to start off with, what does Mr. Shawe mean by consult? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: On all questions of policy, we would nor¬ 
mally refer it to the Vice-president’s office. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, would you put into effect an 
operation of the thirty-hour week without the consent of the 
Bethlehem Office? 

16168 Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, the witness has 
stated that he did not necessarily have to go to the 
office, and now Mr. Shawe wants to know if he would do 
that without the consent. There isn’t any evidence or testi- 
monv that there would have to be any consent. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: Well, Mr. Shawe, if we were desirous of 
putting in a 30-hour week, we would be satisfied that we 
were in line with the general policy or movement of the 
industry. For instance, w*e would not think of putting in a 
30-hour w’eek if other steel companies throughout the 
country were working a 40 or a 48-hour week, and I can tell 
you with all the assurance in the world that if we were to 
put in a 30-hour w’eek the others w’ould necessarily be doing 
the same thing for the reason that we could not exist if 
we w^ere working a 30-hour week as compared to our com¬ 
petitors working a 40 to 48-hour week. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Parsont, will you read that 
question? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Broun: And I objected to that, Mr. Examiner. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: That is right, and I overruled 
the objection. 

16169 Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Will you please answer that 
question, Mr. Ellicott? A. I just did. 

Q. I don’t think you did. You can answer it yes or no. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, that is impossible of a yes 
or no answer, because it is impossible on the premise it is 
based on, to the testimony of the witness. It is a do-you- 
recall-beating-your-wife question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Not at all. Can a 30-hour week 
be instituted— 

Mr. Broun: The witness said he would not necessarily 
have to consult. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There is a distinction between 
consultation and consent. You may consult with someone 
and make your own decision. 

Mr. Broun: If you do not have to consult with anyone, 
do not have to advise anyone, certainly you do not have 
to get their consent. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Possibly you do and possibly 
you don’t. You might just get orders. You might have 
standing instructions. I don’t know; but they are two 
different questions. One has to do with consultation and 
one has to do with consent. 

The question, Mr. Ellicott, is whether you could 

16170 put that into effect without the consent of the Beth¬ 
lehem office? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Would you think of putting a 30- 
hour week into effect at the Cambria Plant without getting 
the consent of the Bethlehem office? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He just said they could. 

Mr. Shawe: I am asking if he would think of doing such 
a thing without the consent of the Bethlehem office. 

Mr. Broun: The word “consent” is meaningless, after 
the previous answer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I do not think so. 

Mr. Broun: Nov:, Mr. Shawe is asking, after Mr. Elli¬ 
cott said it could be put into effect without the consent, 
whether he could do it without the consent. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I sustain that objection. 

Mr. Broun: I did not hear it, I am sorry. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I sustain the objection. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, do you get production 
reports of the other plants of the Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you get them daily? A. No. I think those reports 
come in to us on a Tuesday and Friday. 

Q. Every Tuesday and Friday? A. I think that 

16171 is the days. 

Q. Who sends them to you? A. They come to me 
from our accounting department in the general office. 

Q. Here, at Johnstown? A. Yes. 

Q. And who furnishes the accounting department with 
the information? A. I don’t know. I never asked them. I 
imagine that would come from the Bethlehem office. 

Q. Is the Bethlehem office commonly referred to as the 
home office? A. Yes. 

Q. Now, Mr. Ellicott, are you Mr. Sidney D. Evans’ su¬ 
perior? A. Yes. 

Q. Did Mr. Evans report to you during the year, 1937? 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, may I have that ques¬ 
tion read? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Broun: Well, now, I would like to know’ what he 
means by report, and w’hat about? 

Mr. Shaw’e: This man said— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase it. 

16172 Q. (By Mr. Shaw’e) Mr. Evans, I believe, is in 
charge of labor relations; is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. In rank at the plant, is anyone between you and Mr. 
Evans ? 

Mr. Broun: I am not at all certain I know what that 
means. 

Q. (By Mr. Shaw’e) Is Mr. Evans your immediate sub¬ 
ordinate? A. In the set-up of our plant, I have the title 
of general manager. We have an assistant general man¬ 
ager who is Mr. R. E. Hough, then we have an assistant to 
the general manager w’ho also carries the title of man¬ 
ager’s special representative. 

Q. And that is Mr. Evans? A. That is Mr. Evans. 

Q. And he is your assistant? A. No. 
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Q. What does the title “assistant to the general man¬ 
ager” mean? A. Yes. He is assistant to, but I have only- 
one assistant general manager. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, I think that perhaps the wit¬ 
ness misspoke in one of Mr. Evans* titles. I think he said 
manager’s special representative instead of man- 

16173 agement ’s special representative. I think it has 
been referred to as manager’s special representative. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think it was management’s 
special representative. What have you, Mr. Reporter? 

The Reporter: The witness said manager’s special rep¬ 
resentative, Mr. Examiner. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Does Mr. Evans consult with you 
pertaining to labor relations at the Cambria Plant? A. Yes. 

Q. Did Mr. Evans report to you that he had had con¬ 
ferences with David Watkins of the SWOC in 1937? A. Yes. 

Q. And did he consult with you with reference to the 
matters discussed with Mr. Watkins? 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, I still would like to 
know what consult means. Does it mean advise or discuss 
or thoroughly consider, or what? 

Mr. Shawe: It means all of those things. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If you want to get a bit low¬ 
brow, you can say, did he check in with you. 

Mr. Moore: I wish these things would be cleared up. 
Mr. Ellicott wants to answer and I want him to answer. 

I am one of the senior members of my firm. To say that 
a member of my firm, whether senior or junior was 

16174 to report to me—no, they do not. If I asked one of 
the partners of my firm, whether he was senior or 

junior, I will get a memorandum in response to that ques¬ 
tion. Is he reporting to me? In a sense, yes, but not in 
the ordinary sense. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think Mr. Shawe used 
the word report. 

Mr. Shawe: Read the pending question. 

Mr. Moore: Let me finish, please. 

Do I consult with my partners? I would be a fool if I 
did not on some things. That is the advantage of having 
a partnership, but to say I have to go to someone and 
consult with him every time I do something is silly. I 
would not be worthy of holding that position—not even to 
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be an office boy, because the office boy can do some things 
without consulting anybody. The whole thing is confused. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think so. There are a 
number of words that could be used to express what goes 
on in an organization where superior and subordinate of¬ 
ficers get together. You might use different words, confer, 
consult, discuss, and as I say, as it is frequently used among 
people, do you check in. 

Mr. Moore: Of course, that is a colloquial term. It 
means something to you and probably it may mean 

16175 the same thing to me, but take the question. Un¬ 
doubtedly Mr. Evans would go in to Mr. Ellicott’s 

office and say, “I had a conference with Mr. Watkins and 
this is what wo talked about.” He would say that Mr. 
Watkins asked if I would consider these things, and I said 
I would. Is he consulting? Does the fact that he con¬ 
sulted mean that he does not have the power to go back 
and decide for himself? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not put the alternative, 
Mr. Shawe? Did Mr. Evans confer, discuss or whatever 
it is—I think Mr. Ellicott could tell us just what did take 
place and the definition of words could be eliminated. 

Mr. Moore: I think that is right. That is the point. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose you just go ahead and 
tell us what happened. 

The Witness: Mr. Examiner, I never think of the many 
contacts I have during the day, during the week, with Mr. 
Hough or Mr. Evans, as either one of these fellows report 
to me, as consulting, but I know, in general, their activi¬ 
ties. 

16176 Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, would you limit 
the matters or the talks which you referred to as 

conferring or discussing instead of consulting or report¬ 
ing ; apparently you make a distinction between the words ? 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, isn’t there a difference 
also between conferring and discussing? It sounds to me 
as though Mr. Ellicott, Mr. Evans and Mr. Hough are all 
working together and keeping each other generally ad¬ 
vised what is going on, I don’t know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I would say that the 
words ‘‘confer” and “discuss” are probably more or less 
on a plane. 
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Mr. Broun: Similar, certainly, but there might be a 
difference. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose you go ahead and just 
tell us what you do, let somebody else worry about the 
words. 

The Witness: Well, Mr. Examiner, I know in general 
the activities of Mr. Evans. I knew that he was with— 
that he was speaking with Mr. Watkins—that he was meet¬ 
ing with Mr. Watkins on the days that he met. Now, just 
what he would say to me, why, I have no recollection. He 
would probably say, ‘‘Well, Mr. Watkins has called me and 
wished to arrange for a conference,’’ and I set a date of 
four p. m. this afternoon or next day or next week. 

16177 Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, he was, in other words, 
keeping you informed of what was going on between 

he and Mr. Watkins, is that what you are trying to tell us? 
A. Yes. 

Mr. Broun: Well, now— 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, do you know whether 
or not there is a provision in the Plan of Employees’ Rep- 
resentation which is in effect in the Cambria Plant of the 
Bethlehem Steel Company for taking up grievances with 
you as general manager? A. Yes, yes, I know that. 

Q. What is the provision? 

Trial Examiner BJoom: Well, show him. 

Mr. Shawe: I ’ll be glad to show him. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Respondents’ Exhibit 177. 

Mr. Shawe: Respondents’ Exhibit 177, which is a copy 
of the Plan. 

The Witness: I know what it is. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you know what it is? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If you care to, you may look at 
the book, we will have it available here. Now what is the 
pending question? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

16178 Q. (By Mr. Shawe) What are the provisions for 
taking up grievances with the general manager un¬ 
der the Plan? 
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Mr. Broun: Well, Mr. Examiner, certainly the Plan is 
in evidence. 

Mr. Shawe: I would just like to have the provisions 
pointed out for the record, Mr. Examiner, I think that Mr. 
Ellicott can probably tell us better than any one else. 

The Witness: Just what do you mean, Mr. Shawe? 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) I mean, what provisions under the 
Plan, what section under the Plan relates to taking up 
grievances ? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Shawe means, does he not, the para¬ 
graph, the entire paragraph? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I assume so. 

The Witness: Section 9, I think that's the number. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Paragraph One? Mr. Ellicott 
indicated Section 9, paragraph one, that part of it which 
is on page 16 directly under the word “third”, is that cor¬ 
rect, Mr. Ellicott? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Mr. Shawe: Mark this for identification, please. 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
Board’s Exhibit Xo. 298 for Identification.) 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, I show you Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit 165 in evidence, and direct your at- 
16179 tention to the left-hand corner, to the letters, “B. S. 
Co.” Can you tell me what that means? 

(Thereupon, Respondents’ Exhibit 165 was passed to the 
witness.) 

Mr. Broun: ("an I have the question again, please? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Broun: May I see that for a second? 

(Thereupon, the document referred to was passed to Mr. 
Broun.) 

Mr. Broun: You mean the upper left-hand corner? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes. 

The Witness: It means the Bethlehem Steel Company. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) I show you Board’s Exhibit 298 for 
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Identification, and ask you to tell me if you have ever seen 
a copy of a booklet like that before, I direct your attention 
to the back of the document “B. S. Co. Print.” 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit No. 298 was passed to the 
witness.) 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, I notice that the document 
marked for identification apparently is a photostat. 

Mr. Shawe: That’s correct. 

Mr. Broun: Therefore, I don’t think that the question 
is quite clear. 

16180 Trial Examiner Bloom: Read the question, please. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Of course, I realize that a photo¬ 
stat, Mr. Examiner, I realize that is a photostat, and I am 
asking Mr. Ellicott if he has ever seen a document that 
has the same language as that one has. 

Mr. Broun: Well, that isn’t the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that again, please. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Broun: May I inquire if it is the intention to offer 
the document in evidence? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, if there is no objection to it. 

Mr. Broun: I don’t know if we will object to it or not. 
Mr. Shawe: If counsel will satisfy themselves as to au¬ 
thenticity. 

Mr. Moore: Are you trying to qualify it? 

Mr. Shawe: I am trying to qualify the document through 
Mr. Ellicott. I am asking Mr. Ellicott if he has ever seen 
a document similar to that before. 

Mr. Broun: Well, what has the “B. S. Co.” got to do 
with that? 

Mr. Shawe: I am only trying to direct Mr. Elli- 

16181 cott’s attention to the fact that it carries the name 
of Bethlehem Steel Company on the back of the 

document. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I think— 

Mr. Broun: But does it? 
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The Witness: Yes. 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Shawe, you referred to “B. S. 
Co.” and now you say the name of Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany. 

Mr. Shawe: B. S. Co., which Mr. Ellicott told us once 
before means Bethlehem Steel Company. 

Mr. Broun: Once, on a form. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Have you ever seen a document 
similar to that before, Mr. Ellicott? A. Mr. Shawe, I can’t 
say positively, for the reason that booklets of this nature 
would normally be handled through Mr. Evans. 

Q. Well, give us your best recollection on it, Mr. Elli¬ 
cott. A. I personally don’t recall seeing it. 

Q. I believe you told us that you were superintendent at 
the Bethlehem Plant at one time, is that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you recall whether or not you saw a document 
similar to that when you were at the Bethlehem Plant? A. 

I have no clear recollection. If they were distrib- 
16182 uted I possibly did, but 1 have no clear recollection 
of it. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, Mr. Examiner—I am sorry. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I want to offer the document 
in evidence, I realize it hasn't been properly qualified as 
yet, but I would appreciate it if counsel for the respondents 
would satisfy themselves as to its authenticity and let us 
know about it. Do you mind checking that, Mr. Moore? 
I am sorry I don’t have the original, or I will ask counsel 
if they know whether or not that is an authentic document, 
a photostat of an authentic document? 

Mr. Moore: Well, I would like to know what counsel ex¬ 
pects to prove by this document. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, we think it is material to the issues, 
Mr. Examiner, I don't know. 

Mr. Moore: Well, in what respects? I would like to 
know, Mr. Examiner— 

Mr. Shawe: First, I will ask counsel if it is an authen¬ 
tic document, Mr. Examiner, and then we will state the 
materiality. 

Mr. Moore: No, I want to know first what the material¬ 
ity of the document is. It is your job to qualify it, that is 
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not for me, I never saw the document before, you know 
more about it than I do. 

16183 Mr. Shawe: Well, I will ask counsel if he will 
satisfy himself as to its authenticity. 

Mr. Moore: I am not sure I can, 1 don’t know anything 
about it, it is a photostat. Show me the original, let me 
see what it is, let me see whether any pages are left out. 
Mr. Shawe: That’s the reason 1 am asking counsel. 

Mr. Moore: Let me find out if the document is complete. 
Mr. Shawe: I want Mr. Moore to find out and take his 
time on it, I am not asking him for an answer at the pres¬ 
ent moment. 

Mr. Moore: I am not a child, tell me what you want to 
prove by the document. 

Mr. Shawe: We think it is material to the issues in this 
case, Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. Moore: How, in what respect is it material? 

Mr. Shawe: It is a document pertaining to the Plan of 
Employees ’ Representation. 

Mr. Moore: How does counsel know that? 

Mr. Shawe: It is pertinent to Section 8(2) of the Act, 
Section 8(2) of the complaint, rather. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, there isn’t any date on this, 
there isn’t any indication anywhere on the document, it has 
“B. S. Co. Print” on the back of it, I don’t know if 

16184 that is Bethlehem Steel Co., I happen to belong to a 
club that has B. S. Co. 

Mr. Shawe: Certainly that document doesn’t pertain to 
a club. I direct your attention to the face of it, it says, 
“Hints to Foremen Meeting the New Employees”, and 
states, “The Plan of Employees’ Representation”. 

Mr. Moore: I am not going to be scolded by counsel. 

Mr. Shawe: You are not being scolded, you made a re¬ 
quest— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You made a request of Mr. 
Moore. Now, Mr. Moore wants certain information, ap¬ 
parently, before he will tell you whether he will comply 
with the request. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, I have given Mr. Moore the informa¬ 
tion, we think it is relevant to the issues in this case, rele¬ 
vant to the complaint, Section 8(2) of the Act. 
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Mr. Moore: It is merely a conclusion, that is all I can 
see. Give me the reasons for it, tell me what it is offered 
for, w’hat purpose does he propose to offer it, for what 
purpose? What probative value does counsel think it has? 
Saying that “we think it is pertinent’’ isn’t giving me any 
information. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, Mr. Moore now asks you 
a question, you have asked Mr. Moore one, he is asking you 
one, Mr. Shawe. Do you care to tell him the answer? 

Mr. Shawe: Certainly, I will be glad to tell him. 

16185 Trial Examiner Bloom: Go ahead. 

Mr. Shawe: As counsel well knows, the Bethlehem 
Steel Company and the Bethlehem Steel Corporation have 
been charged with violating Section 8(2) of the National 
Labor Relations Act. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Please, Mr. Shawe, we don’t 
need all that, it is a simple request: What are you offer¬ 
ing the document to prove? Is that correct, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

Mr. Shawe: We are offering the document to prove that 
it was printed by the Bethlehem Steel Company and dis¬ 
tributed to its foremen. 

Mr. Moore: Well, what has that got to do with this case? 
We have had a whole lot of evidence about printing, it 
prints the Reviews, it prints other things, but what has 
that got to do with it? 

If you are offering this simply to show that this docu¬ 
ment was printed by Bethlehem Steel Company, then the 
question is, “Why did it come to be printed by Bethlehem 
Steel Company? Who paid for the printing of it? Who 
asked it to be printed?” 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore, as I understand, 
Mr. Shawe had one statement, possibly you didn’t hear. 
He said, “Printed by them and distributed to the 

16186 foremen.” I didn’t know whether you heard that 
or not. 

Mr. Moore: I heard that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

Mr. Moore: He is saying that is a custom to print other 
things, I understand, has in other cases printed and dis¬ 
tributed. Now, he can’t make a statement here that this 
is printed and distributed to the foremen, I don’t know. 
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Mr. Shawe: I am asking counsel to find out and make 
inquiries and satisfy himself that that is the fact. If it 
isn’t the fact, of course we don’t intend to offer it. 

Mr. Moore: That doesn’t, even if that be the fact, make 
it admissible in this case. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, I submit the time to argue its admis¬ 
sibility is after all counsel have satisfied themselves that 
it is an authentic document. Now, I made a very simple 
request of counsel for the respondents and asked them if 
they will make inquiry and satisfy themselves that this is 
an authentic document. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I think we are right back 
where we started from, is that right? 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know anything about it, I never saw 
it, I have no way of digging it out. If you want to find out, 
go ahead and subpoena anybody you want to. I am not 
going to prove your case for you. 

16187 Mr. Shawe: I am not asking you to prove my case 
for me, Mr. Moore, I think I have proven my case. 

Mr. Moore: Well, that remains for argument. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Go ahead. You are not offer¬ 
ing the document at this time? 

Mr. Shawe: No, I don’t offer it at this time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Mr. Shawe: Because I don’t think it has been properly 
qualified. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Mr. Shawe: I withdraw my last statement and offer 
Board’s Exhibit 298 for identification at this time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Objection sustained. 

Mr. Shawe: There hasn’t been an objection to it. 

Mr. Broun: There is one now. 

Mr. Moore: There doesn’t have to be, because counsel 
admitted at the start he hadn’t qualified it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You just stated you hadn’t qual¬ 
ified it, what am I supposed to do, keep my ears closed when 
you make a statement like that? 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Have you ever received any com¬ 
munication from Mr. Quincy Bent? 

Mr. Broun: What does “communication” mean? 

Mr. Shawe: Letter, memorandum, anything, anything of 
that nature from Mr. Quincy Bent. 
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16188 Mr. Moore: I think that question has already been 
answered, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think there was a “if”. 

Mr. Moore: Xo, I think he testified that he did receive 
from Quincy Beni, Quincy Bent’s speech he had prepared, 
or statement, that he had prepared, for the annual confer¬ 
ence last— 

16189 Trial Examiner Bloom: In January or February. 
Mr. Moore: —January or February, and that he 

read that at the meeting. 

Mr. Broun: That’s correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That was on direct examination. 
Mr. Shawe: That’s correct, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: So the question has never been 
asked on cross examination. 

Mr. Moore: I am sorry, I didn’t know, I had forgotten 
I asked it on direct examination. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Either you or Mr. Broun. 

Mr. Broun: I think that is right, it was asked on direct 
examination. 

The Witness: Yes. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Would you recognize Mr. Bent’s 
signature if you saw it? A. I probably would. 

Q. Have you ever seen Mr. Grace’s signature? A. Yes. 
Q. Would you recognize his signature if you saw it? A. 
I probably would. 

Q. And would you recognize Mr. Larkin’s signature if 
you saw it? A. Why, I suppose I would. 

16190 Mr. Shawe: Will you mark this for identification, 
please? 

(The document above referred to was marked as Board’s 
Exhibit 299 for identification.) 

Mr. Shawe: Will vou mark these individually with let¬ 
ters? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What? 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, the reason is I want to have 
the several letters contained in this document marked sep¬ 
arately because this is not a complete document. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There is no offer yet. Are you 
withdrawing the previous instructions to the reporter where 
you asked him to mark the booklet? 
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Mr. Shawe: Isn’t it possible to have the booklet marked 
as 299, and have the individual pages marked as A, B, C, 
etcetera ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

(The document above referred to was marked as Board’s 
Exhibit 299-A to 299-V for identification.) 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Eliicott, I show you Board’s 
Exhibit 299 for Identification and ask you to tell me if you 
have ever seen a copy of a booklet similar to that before? 

(Board’s Exhibit 299 for Identification was passed to 
witness.) 

16191 Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, it seems to me that 
that is a question that can’t be asked because Mr. 

Shawe has just admitted of record a moment ago that it 
was an incomplete document. 

Mr. Shawe: That’s the reason I said “similar to this,” 
Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. Broun: Is something similar to something— 

Mr. Shawe: I withdraw it. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) I show you Board’s Exhibit 299 for 
Identification and ask you to tell me if you have ever seen 
a booklet with a cover on it similar to Board’s Exhibit 299 
for Identification? 

(Board’s Exhibit 299 for Identification was passed to 
witness.) 

Mr. Broun: By “similar” I assume you mean the cover? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, sir. 

The Witness: I am not sure whether I saw that or 
whether I did not, Mr. Shawe. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) I show you Board’s Exhibit 299-A 
for Identification and direct your attention to the bottom of 
the letter which bears the signature of E. G. Grace, and 
ask you — 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment, please, is this qualification 
of a document or examination with reference to a 

16192 document? 

Mr. Broun: And is there a letter marked for iden¬ 
tification? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, sir, there is, I would be glad to show 
it to you. 
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Mr. Broun: What you have in your hand seems to be a 
booklet, Mr. Shawe. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, this is a part of the booklet, a photo¬ 
stat of it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: May I inquire who is presently 
speaking for the respondents? I don’t mind this alternat¬ 
ing, but it does tend to become confusing when both counsel 
speak. 

Mr. Moore: T will speak with reference to this docu¬ 
ment. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I mean, I don’t want to be 
formal about it, but try to keep that in mind, please. Well, 
T will sustain the objection to the form of that question. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) I show you Board’s Exhibit 299-A 
for Identification, and ask you to tell me if that document 
carries the signature of Mr. E. G. Grace? 

(Board’s Exhibit 299-A for Identification was passed to 
witness.) 

A. It looks like it. 

16193 Mr. Moore: May I ask, Mr. Examiner, if this is 
an original document? 

M r. Shawe: This is a photostat, Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. Moore: Then the question itself is absurd, the an¬ 
swer is all right, “it looks like the signature”. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, I show you Board Ex¬ 
hibit 299-A for Identification and ask you to tell me if 
the facsimile of the signature of Mr. Grace is on that 
document ? 

(Board’s Exhibit 299-A for Identification was passed to 
witness.) 

Mr. Moore: Well, that again is— 

The Witness: It looks like it. 

Mr. Moore: That’s objectionable. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will do a little testifying: it 
looks like a photostat, it couldn’t look like anything else but 
a photostat of a facsimile, if you know what I mean. 

Mr. Moore: Where are the questions directed to, what 
are they directed to? Is it, is he trying to put in a part 
of this book or put in the whole of it, or what is it, I don’t 
know ? I haven’t the slightest idea. 
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Mr. Sliawe: I want the entire book in evidence. v 
Mr. Moore: Why don’t you bring it in, why have you 
left out part of it? 

16194 Mr. Shawe: I haven’t left out any of it, it is 
filed 'with the library of Congress in Washington, D. 

C., and we w’ere not able to get the booklet for any length 
of time, but I will be glad to get the complete booklet and 
have the entire booklet photostated. 

Mr. Moore: Well, why wasn’t the w r hole book photo¬ 
stated at the time, part of it was photostated? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Let me see it, has anything 
been left out? 

Mr. Shawe: I didn’t realize it until the other day, Mr. 
Examiner, I had the booklet for some time, and I didn’t have 
it photostated, I didn’t have the photostating done myself. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, it would appear from just 
the appearance of it that there is no back cover and what 
purports to be a page 73, it seems to be the stopping point 
of the booklet. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, there are several pages in between. 
Trial Examiner Bloom: Are there? 

Mr. Shawe: That have been either misplaced or— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, if you are going to offer 
this I think you should get the photostat of the entire book, 
if as you say, it came from the library of Congress maybe 
you can make some arrangements, or possibly counsel could 
satisfy themselves as to that. 

16195 Mr. Moore: I don’t think that any document ought 
to go in unless there can at least be some explana¬ 
tion of what is left out and why it is left out. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, T think so. At least we 
should have the original document here so we can see what 
is actually omitted from the document, from the offer, any¬ 
way. 

Two o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 1:05 o’clock p. m.. a recess was taken to 
2:00 o’clock p. m.) 


16200 After Recess. 

(Whereupon, the hearing was resumed, pursuant to re- 
cess, at two o’clock p.m.) 
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‘Additional appearance: Alfred McCormack, Esq. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come to 
order. Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Shawe: Will you mark this for identification? 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Board’s Exhibit No. 300 for Identification.) 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, I show you Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 300, and ask von to tell me what that is. 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit No. 300 was passed to the 
witness.) 

A. Mr. Shawe, this is the annual report of the Belief 
Plan of the Bethlehem Steel Corporation and its subsidiary 
companies. 

Q. Is that the 1937 Annual "Report? A. December 31, 
1937. 

Mr. Shawe: I offer Board’s Exhibit No. 300 for Identifi¬ 
cation in evidence. 

Mr. Moore: May I ask what the pertinency of this docu¬ 
ment is? 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, there has been considerable 
testimony given on the Relief Plans, as I recall, at one time 
or another. I think it is material to have the docu- 
16201 ment in evidence. 

Mr. Moore: Well, can you point out to me what the 
testimony is with reference to the Relief Plan? The testi¬ 
mony the Board put in, as I recall, is something about some 
letters that had been exchanged, or something to be done 
at the time there was to be a meeting of the Relief Plan. 
The idea is to fix a time. I don’t know of any testimony 
of any matter other than that. I don’t see any pertinency 
of this to the complaint, although I asked for a bill of par¬ 
ticulars— 

Mr. Shawe: I think you will recall, Mr. Examiner, that 
the Relief Plan is mentioned in the minutes of the Plan. 
Several exhibits, I believe, have been introduced. 

Mr. Moore: Well, point them out to me, please. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I was running through these ex¬ 
hibits a couple of weeks ago, and— 

Mr. Moore: Take the Bethlehem Review’s that were put 
in by the Board. You have to have reference to something. 
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You cannot build up the admissibility of evidence in that 
way. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will reserve ruling, until I have 
a chance to look over the documents. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t see how it would have more perti¬ 
nency than an insurance policy. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I recall references to the 

16202 Relief Plan, but frankly, what they are at this time 
I would not be prepared to say. I would like to look 

over the rest of the exhibits. 

Mr. Parsont, you may keep it in the file. 

Mr. Shawe: I think there is also some testimony in the 
record that the Plan of Employees’ Representation elects 
a member of the General Body to act as a trustee in matters 
pertaining to the Relief Plan. 

I believe this document bears the name of Mr. Nelson 
Keller, who was a representative for the Plan Year 1937 
and 1938. 

Mr. Moore: Well, there is evidence in this record that 
some of the representatives have to do with the manufac¬ 
ture of steel, but that does not mean the catalogue "with ref¬ 
erence to the sale of steel is admissible in evidence in this 
case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, at any rate I have reserved 
ruling on it. I want time to look over the exhibits. 

Mr. Shawe: Will you mark this for identification, please? 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Board’s Exhibit No. 301 for Identification.) 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Ellicott, I show you Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit 301 for Identification, and ask you to tell me 

16203 what that is? 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit 301 for Identification was 
passed to the witness.) 

Mr. Moore: Well, now, just a moment. That is not, Mr. 
Examiner, the way we have been trying to put in evidence 

in— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That queston is stricken. 

Mr. Ellicott, have you ever seen either Board’s Exhibit 
301 for Identification or a document similar to Board’s 
Exhibit 301 before? 
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The Witness: Mr. Examiner, is that 301 ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: This is 301, that you have in your 
hand, the one Mr. Shawe has handed to you. 

The Witness: Mr. Examiner— 

Mr. Moore: The question was, had you seen it? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Have you ever seen that or a 
document like that? 

Mr. Shawe: Not that identical document. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I said, or a document like that. 

The Witness: I suppose I have, but actually I do not re¬ 
call a booklet of that size covering the Relief Plan. 

Mr. Moore: Am I not correct in my memory that a docu¬ 
ment like this—I don’t know if the date is the same—was 
offered in Baltimore? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No. Mr. Keller, if my 

16204 memory serves me correctly, offered a document like 
that in Allentown. 

Mr. Moore: Somewhere. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am pretty sure it was Allen¬ 
town. 

Mr. Moore: And if I remember correctly, I objected and 
my objection was sustained. 

Mr. Broun: That is my memory. 

Mr. Moore: I am sure it was marked for identification. 
I am not sure that it was the same date. 

Mr. Shawe: This document has some bearing on the is¬ 
sues in this case, Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. Moore: It has not changed any since it was offered 
before. 

Mr. Shawe: I don’t know whether the other document 
was as to the same date, and contained the same statements 
in it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Let it be understood that Board’s Exhibit 258 for Iden¬ 
tification is identical in all respects with Board’s Exhibit 
301 for Identification. Is there any objection to that? 

Mr. Moore: If that is the fact. I don’t know what 

16205 may be written in it. 

Mr. Shawe: I was not offering the handwriting. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I did not check through them both 
as to marginal notations. I was referring to the binding 
and the printed context. 

Mr. Moore: There are some marks on it, but otherwise, 
from appearances, after examination, it is the same. 

Mr. Shawe: I will renew my offer at this time of Board’s 
Exhibit 258 for Identification. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I object to it. I object to it as entirely 
irrelevant, immaterial and incompetent. I do not see that 
it has any pertinency to the issues in this case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: At the time the document was of¬ 
fered, when the witness MacCracken was on the stand, I 
sustained an objection to the competency of the document. 
I do not think you have established that as yet, Mr. Shawe. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, I did not think Mr. Moore made any 
objection as to its authenticity. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: I object to it. Certainly its competency has 
not been shown, and the witness has not admitted or stated 
he knows it is anything. 

He says he may or may not have seen it. There is noth¬ 
ing to show it is up-to-date in any way. I don’t know, 

16206 certainly. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The competency still has 
not been established, Mr. Shawe, and I, therefore, sustain 
the objection. 

Mr. Shawe: May I ask counsel a question? 

Is there any question as to the authenticity of this docu¬ 
ment? 

Mr. Moore: I said I don’t know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore said he doesn’t know. 

Leave is given to withdraw Board’s Exhibit No. 301 for 
Identification inasmuch as it is identical, in apparently all 
respects, wth Board’s Exhibit No. 258 for Identification. 

Mr. Reporter, you are directed to mark Board’s Exhibit 
258 for Identification, “Offered and rejected.” Put the 
date on it. 

Mr. Shawe: No further questions. 

16207 Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Broun, I have a few 
questions, it might be well if you would defer your 

further examination, if any, until I have asked mine and 
then you can take yours all at one time. 

Mr. Broun: I think that is better. 
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Examination by the Chair 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Mr. Ellicott, at the Sun¬ 
day, June 13th, 1937 conference between Governor Earle 
and certain other members of his party and yourself and 
Mr. Evans as the representatives of the Bethlehem Steel 
Company, did either you or Mr. Evans state that the Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company had refused to enter into a signed 
contract with the representatives of the SWOC? A. Mr. 
Examiner, I stated in answer to a statement made by Gov¬ 
ernor Earle that he was under the impression that the 
strike at the Cambria Steel Plant was brought about 
through the refusal to sign a CIO contract. At that time 
I told the Governor that I knew that there had been sev¬ 
eral meetings, but that I had never understood that Mr. 
Evans had refused to sign a contract, and at that time we 
called Mr. Evans into the room and it was my impression 
that Mr. Evans spoke about the conferences that he had had 
with Mr. Watkins, and he said that in neither of his con¬ 
ferences had he refused to sign a contract. 

16208 Mr. Broun: Will you read that? 

(The reporter repeated the last answer as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Broun: Thank you. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Now after the conference 
Mr. Ellicott, and up to approximately the early evening, 
or say, take 7:30 or 8 o’clock of June 16th did you and Mr. 
Evans ever discuss the question of whether or not a signed 
contract would or should be entered into with the SWOC? 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, you used the date June 
16th. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is correct. 

Mr. Broun: And we are talking about, as I understand, 
a conference on Sunday, June 13th. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, I said after the conference 
and up to—in other words, the conference ended some time 
in the afternoon of June 13th; between the time of the end 
of the conference and up to approximately 7:30 or 8 o’clock, 
say, on June 16th, did Mr. Ellicott and Mr. Evans ever dis¬ 
cuss the question of whether or not Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany would or should enter into a contract, signed contract, 
with the SWOC? 
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Mr. Broun: Well, I don’t quite see the materiality 

16209 of that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, there is obviously 
considerable testimony on that. 

Mr. Broun: Well, that testimony was as to what went on 
and what was said and done at the meetings, was it not? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I mean this question of 
whether or not there was any discussion about a signed 
agreement had— 

Mr. Broun: What the general manager of a plant dis¬ 
cusses with his associate in charge of industrial relations 
doesn’t seem to me has any pertinency to any issue pre¬ 
sented here. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I think it is material. .Do 
you understand the question, Mr. Ellicott? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Would you be good enough to 
answer it, please? 

The Witness: Yes, I am pretty sure we discussed itbat. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Would you tell us what 
was said in such discussions or discussion? A. I don’t re¬ 
call exactly, but I think that some time after that meeting 
with Governor Earle, I think there was a telegram in which 
there is a request made for a contract, I don’t recall the 
date or— 

16210 Q. I show you, Mr. Ellicott, Board’s Exhibt 54 and 
ask you if that is a copy of the telegram that you 

refer to? 

(Thereupon, Board’s Exhibit 54 was passed to the wit¬ 
ness.) 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is that the wire you had reference to? A. Yes. 

Q. Would you go on from there? A. I asked Mr. Evans 
to draft a reply to that telegram, but I can’t recall just 
what was said. 

Q. Well, did Mr. Evans draft a reply to that telegram? 
A. Yes. 

Q. I show you Board’s Exhibit 55, and ask you whether 
that is the reply that Mr. Evans drafted. 

(Board Exhibit 55 was passed to the witness.) 
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A. Yes. 

Q. Did Mr. Evans show this reply telegram to you before 
it was sent? A. He showed me the draft of— 

Q. I mean, did he show you the draft of the wire? A. 
Yes. 

Q. Did you and he discuss the context of the wire before 
it was sent? A. Yes. 

16211 Q. Did you approve the wire as finally sent? A. I 
approved it in some way, Mr. Examiner, I don’t re¬ 
call what was said about the thing. 

Q. I mean, did you approve— A. Yes. 

Q. —generally, the context of the wire as it went out? 
A. That was the result of our discussion on the wire from 
Mr. Murray. 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, do you mean by that, did 
he approve it in some form, where he was satisfied that was 
all right? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is that? 

Mr. Broun: Do you mean he approved it in some formal 
way? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, I think the witness’ answer 
explains that, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. Broun: I thought so, too, but I wanted to make sure. 
Trial Examiner Bloom: All I had in mind was whether 
this met with his approval and Mr. Evans’ approval as a 
result of the discussion, that is what the witness indicated 
in his answer. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Well, now, Mr. El- 

16212 licott, at the present time, would the Bethlehem Steel 
Company at its Cambria Plant sign a contract with a 

labor organization or any labor organization representing 
a majority of its employees if the Steel Company and such 
labor organization had come to a complete agreement on all 
matters which might have been the subject of negotiations? 

Mr. Moore: May I break in on that, please, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Certainly. 

Mr. Moore: I think that is an extremely unfair question 
to ask this witness, whether he would or would not violate 
the law, if that be the law. The Board says it is. Now, to 
ask this witness whether he would or would not violate 
the law is going pretty far. 
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Certainly, you wouldn’t think of asking him if he would 
commit murder. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, I wouldn’t. 

Mr. Moore: The Board says, as I understand it, from the 
opinion of the Board—now, you ask this witness whether 
he would comply with the law, the Board having said that, I 
think that is an unfair question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not ask him—I don’t think 
so—I refer you to Board Exhibit 55, where the follow¬ 
ing language appears: “As you indicate in your telegram, 
the question upon which I have not been able to agree 

16213 with your representatives is whether we should make 
a signed contract with your committee. ’ ’ 

Mr. Moore: All very true, but if the law has changed or 
been held to be different it may well be that a farmer would 
put water in his milk at one time, but when the statute is 
passed making that a misdemeanor, you stop doing it, or it 
may be the law would be interpreted so as to make what 
would be thought to be legal before illegal. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think the law has been 
changed in any way. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t think there is any statement there he 
wouldn’t sign the contract. As a matter of fact, Mr. Evans 
testified that he never refused. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I would like to know, I 
think it is important to find out what the attitude of the 
Steel Company at this plant is on a matter of that kind, 
which was the subject of considerable debate and discussion 
last summer at the time of the strike. 

16214 Mr. Moore: Well, I say that the decision of the 
Board recently has made a very material change in 

the situation, of course. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think the decision of the 
Board has changed at all, if I may refer you to the St. 
Joseph Stock Yards case, which was decided prior to this 
strike here last summer. 

Mr. Moore: What was there— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I beg your pardon ? 

Mr. Moore: What was there in the Stock Yards case 
that was in line with the question which you have asked? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It was a question of whether or 
not— 
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Mr. Moore: I don’t know of anything in it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I don’t think the law has 
changed at all and I am just asking this witness whether or 
not he, as general manager of the plant, now can state 
whether or not the company would enter into a signed 
agreement with the representatives— 

Mr. Moore: I was only pointing out to you that I think it 
is an unfair question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think it is unfair at all. 

Mr. Moore: I certainly don’t know what advice to 

16215 give under the circumstances, I don’t know how this 
man, who is not a lawyer, can tell you what he would 

do. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, he may know what he would 
do, even though he is not a lawyer, he is the general man¬ 
ager of the plant, and last summer, as certain .statements 
were made concerning this matter, I want to know, and I 
know the Board would want to know, I think it is impor¬ 
tant, to find out. 

Mr. Moore: I know, but as I tried to point out to you, I 
think that things have very materially changed. You might 
ask a question of a man on the 1st of April as to the appli¬ 
cation of the National Labor Relations Act. He might give 
you a very different answer on the 15th day of April than 
he would have given you on the first day of April, yet the 
law hasn’t changed. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I think it is a perfectly 
proper question to ask of Mr. Ellicott, whether or not the 
company would at this time enter into a signed agreement 
with a labor organization representing a majority of its 
employees if an agreement had been reached on all matters 
which had been the subject of negotiations. 

Mr. Moore: Well, don’t you think that you should tell him, 
when you asked him that question, that the Board, that the 
National Labor Relations Board, has held that the 

16216 law requires him to do it under those circumstances? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Certainly, I will be per¬ 
fectly glad to state that. 

In a recent decision, two recent decisions, in fact, Mr. 
Ellicott, the National Labor Relations Board has ruled, in 
effect, that if a company has reached an agreement with a 
labor organization representing a majority of its employees 
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that the company should, upon request, enter into a signed 
agreement, rather, reduce to writing the agreement which 
has been reached: 

Mr. Moore: Now, will you also tell him that that may or 
may not be the law? 

16217 Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, until someone says 
it is not, that is the decision of the National Labor 

Relations Board. That is as far as I can go and irre¬ 
spective of any law there is still the question of whether 
or not, it seems to me, whether or not the company would 
enter into a signed agreement. 

Mr. Moore: Well, as I said, it seems to me the question 
is very different today than it would have been two months 
ago. ^ 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Oh, I don’t think so at all. Well, 
at any rate, do I make myself clear, Mr. Ellicott, as to 
what the question is? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Would you be good enough to 
answer it, please? 

The Witness: As I see it, right at the moment, it is my 
opinion that the relations that I have always had with the 
employees with whom I have associated with, I would not 
agree to sign a contract unless compelled absolutely by the 
law. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Now, Mr. Ellicott, you 
told us this morning something about $4,372. which you 
stated were delivered to Mayor Shields some time in the 
afternoon, I think it was, of Friday, July 23, 1937; do you 
know what Mayor Shields did with that money? 

16218 A. I do not. 

Q. Did you—pardon me— A. I can only tell you 
that I gave him that sum of money to pay the file of bills 
that I referred to in my testimony of this morning, I think. 

Q. I see, did you ever ask Mayor Shields what he had 
done with the money? A. No, I never did. 

Q. Then there was the matter of the signing of the requi¬ 
sition for $5,300.33; after you signed that requisition, did 
you ever tell Mayor Shields the Bethlehem Steel Company 
had paid Mr. Adams for the Federal Laboratories $5,300.33 
for tear gas delivered to the Mayor or the City of Johns¬ 
town? 
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Mr. Broun: Now, can I have that question read, Mr. 
Examiner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Certainly. Read the question 
back. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Broun: I object to the question, Mr. Examiner, on 
the ground it assumes a state of facts not in evidence. The 
witness testified that all he knew was the approval of the 
requisition and voucher, or whatever it is called. He said 
that he had reason to believe that the facts similar 

16219 to those stated by you were true, but he did not tes¬ 
tify that he knew it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, I will withdraw the 
question. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Did you ever tell Mayor 
Shields that certain moneys which you had reason to be¬ 
lieve were paid to Mr. Adams for certain tear gas which 
you had reason to believe was delivered to Mayor Shields? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: No. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Did you ever tell any¬ 
one connected with the City of Johnstown anything about 
that payment? A. No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all. When I say “any¬ 
one” I meant any official, I assume you so understood me, 
Mr. Ellicott? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Mr. Broun: Have you completed your cross-examination, 
Mr. Examiner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, I have. Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

16220 Redirect Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Ellicott, with reference to the 
file of bills, as you have described, that you say the Mayor 
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took out of his desk, or showed to you at the conference 
you had with him, at the time that you were in his office, 
at least, in late July of 1937, did you understand that those 
bills were bills incurred for strike expenses at the time of 
the strike? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the form of the question, Mr. 
Examiner, the witness has already described fully the cir¬ 
cumstances surrounding the bills, Mr. Examiner, and I 
submit that the witness’ testimony speaks for itself. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, I am not asking the witness 
to describe the circumstances surrounding the bills, it is a 
proper question— 

Mr. Shawe: They have already been described in full, 
Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, Mr. Shawe doesn’t 
seem to be able to let anybody finish a statement before he 
butts in. 

Mr. Shawe: I am not butting in. 

Mr. Broun: I am not asking for the circumstances sur¬ 
rounding the bills and this question is in the nature of cross 
examination, and a perfectly proper question. 

16221 Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: I am pretty sure— 

Mr. Broun: Will you read— 

The Witness: I am pretty sure, in fact I am positive, 
when Mayor Shields pulled this file of bills out of his drawer 
of his desk that he said, “Here are a number of strike bills 
that must be paid,” and I think I testified that way in Wash¬ 
ington. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Now, Mr. Ellicott, you were asked by 
Mr. Shawe whether or not Mr. Evans, as far as you know, 
was in his office on June 11th, 1937; you told me on direct 
examination that you attended a meeting of the General 
Body on June 11th, 1937; was Mr. Evans at that meeting? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Then he was, at least, at the general office for some 
part of that day? A. Absolutely. 

Mr. Broun: No further questions, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Shawe, anything further? 

Mr. Shawe: Nothing further. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all, thank you, Mr. Elli¬ 
cott. 
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Mr. Shawe: Thank you very much, Mr. Ellicott. 

The Witness: Thank you, sir. 

16222 (Witness excused.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose we take a brief recess 
for a few minutes. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which the fol¬ 
lowing proceedings were had:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Shawe, with respect to Respondents’ Exhibits 174-A, 
B and C; Respondents’ Exhibits 175-A and B, and Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibits 176-A and B, does the Board withdraw its 
objection ? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, sir. 

Mr. Broun: In the light of that, of course, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, I shall not make the offer of proof which I otherwise 
would have made at the time those exhibits were being 
qualified and you precluded me from going further with 
the qualification. 

Mr. Shawe: That is agreeable. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, you will recall that on the 
28th of January, 1938 some discussion was had with re¬ 
spect to the making, on behalf of the respondents, of offers 
of proof, that probably would come within the ruling you 
made on January 24th, 1938, and which you affirmed on 
January 25, 1938, whereby you barred further testimony 
with respect to violence or disorders among the employees 
of the Cambria Plant of the Bethlehem Steel Coin- 

16223 panv in June, 1937. 

On January 28th, 1938, you deferred making a 
ruling, and on March 14th, 1938, you ruled that such offers 
of proof would be barred. Since January 28th, however, 
we have continued our investigation of such violence and 
disorder. I have ready an offer of proof with respect to 
such violence and disorder, and I request that you vacate 
the ruling you made on March 14th barring such offers of 
proof, and that you accept the offer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: May I see the offer, please, Mr. 
Broun? 

The motion for an order vacating the order of March 14th 
is denied. 
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Mr. Shawe: May I see it, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It is Mr. Broun’s offer. 

Mr. Shawe: Have you any objections to it? 

Mr. Broun: Just a moment. 

Now, Mr. Examiner, without prejudice to any rights 
which we have under the rulings which I made reference to 
and to the ruling you have just made, I should like to have 
this offer of proof marked as an exhibit for identification, 
and then offer it as an exhibit in the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I do not think that is nec¬ 
essary, and I direct the reporter not to mark the 

16224 document. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Brugler. 

F. R. Brugler a witness called by and on behalf of the 
Respondents, being duly sworn, was examined and testified 
as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Will you state your name? A. 
F. R. Brugler. 

Q. Where do you reside, Mr. Brugler? A. 1917 Paul Ave¬ 
nue, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. 

Q. What is your occupation? A. Assistant to the con¬ 
troller of Bethlehem Steel Company. 

Q. What part of the work of the comptroller’s office of 
Bethlehem Steel Company is under your supervision? A. 
The statistical work of the controller’s office, including the 
preparation of written reports for the corporation which 
are for the controller and for the executive offices of the 
company, as 'well as the controller, and transmission to gov¬ 
ernment and state agencies of accounting reports. 

Q. How long have you been employed by Bethlehem Steel 
Company? A. Since 1918. 

Q. How long have you been in charge of the prepa- 

16225 ration of statistical data for the company? A. About 
fifteen years. 

Q. Are you in charge of the preparation of statistics on 
the number of men employed in the various plants of Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company? A. Yes. 

Q. And on the average wages? A. Yes. 
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Q. For what periods or intervals are such reports pre¬ 
pared by you? A. Monthly, quarterly, annually and at spe¬ 
cial periods. 

Q. And for what purpose? A. For the purposes of the 
accounting records of the corporation; for payroll purposes 
and government and state reports. 

Q. Did you prepare or have charge of preparing monthly 
reports showing the number of men employed and the ag¬ 
gregate wages paid for the various plants of the Bethlehem 
Steel Company for the year 1936? A. Yes. 

Q. Do such reports show separately the men employed 
at the Cambria Plant and the wages paid to them? A. Yes. 
Q. What was the average number of men employed by 
Bethlehem Steel Company at the Cambria Plant, in- 

16226 eluding in the term Cambria Plant the mines of Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company in the metropolitan Johnstown 

in the year 1936 ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Pardon, Mr. McCormack. When 
you use the word metropolitan, I am wondering— 

Mr. McCormack: I mean, the boroughs. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The phrase that either Mr. 
Broun or Mr. Ford used was “Greater Johnstown.” 

Mr. McCormack: Greater Johnstown is right. 

The Witness: The average number of men of Bethlehem 
Steel Company, Cambria Plant, and mines in 1936 is the 
question? 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Right. By mines, I mean the 
mines in Greater Johnstown. A. 11,444. 

Q. What was the average monthly payroll at the Cam¬ 
bria Plant for 1936? 

Mr. Rose: That is objected to as incompetent, irrelevant 
and immaterial. 

Mr. McCormack: I did not hear that objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I didn’t either. 

Mr. Rose: Did you hear it, Mr. Reporter? 

The Reporter: Yes. 

(The reporter repeated the objection as above set forth.) 

Mr. Rose: I don’t see that the average payroll 

16227 has any bearing on the issues in this case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: May I inquire what this 
is about? 
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Mr. McCormack: The purpose we have in mind in put¬ 
ting in this testimony, Mr. Examiner, is to show the rela¬ 
tion between Bethlehem Steel Company and the community 
of Johnstown. We think that that has a bearing on a good 
many phases of the case, and what we are trying to show 
is the proportion of the aggregate payrolls of the com¬ 
munity which comes from Bethlehem Steel Company. 

Mr. Rose: I don’t see that that is material at all. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you propose taking much 
time on it? 

Mr. McCormack: No, I do not. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Will you answer the question? 

The Witness: May I have the question again? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that please, Mr. Parsont. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

The Witness: $1,364,634. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) What were the average earn¬ 
ings per employee? 

Mr. Rose: That is objected to on the same 
16228 grounds, Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, the figures from 
which that average is obtained have already been given. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: $1,431 per year. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) If you subtracted from the total 
the salaries paid to the salaried employees, what average 
have you? A. $1,356 per year. 

Q. And per month? A. $119 for all of them, and $113, 
excluding the salaries. 

Q. Do you prepare or have charge of preparing monthly 
reports showing the average number of men employed and 
the average wages paid at the Cambria Plant for the first 
five months of 1937? A. Yes. 

Q. What was the average number of men employed per 
year? A. 15,954. 

Q. And the average payroll? 

Mr. Rose: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You used the words “number 
of men.” Do you mean to restrict that to men or to em¬ 
ployees ? 
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Mr. McCormack: Men and women employees. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I assumed as much. I don’t 
know if there are any women employees, but I as- 

16229 sume there were some. 

The Witness: There would be some, yes, sir. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Your figures include all em¬ 
ployees, do they not? A. That’s right. 

Q. Is the average figure you have given for the five 
months approximately the same as the figures for April 
and May? A. Did I give the figure for the five months? 
Trial Examiner Bloom: You gave a figure. 

The Witness: 15,954. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) And what was the average pay¬ 
roll in those months ? A. $2,302,852. 

Q. Is that approximately the same as the figures for April 
and May? A. No. 

Q. In other words, were those months representative of 
the average for the five months? A. No. They were larger 
because there was a wage increase on March 15th. 

Q. What was the aggregate payroll at the Cambria Plant 
for April and May? A. For the two months, $5,146,260. 

Q. What is that per month? A. $2,573,130. 

16230 Q. What, as shown by your reports, was the aver¬ 
age number of employees at the Cambria Plant in 

the months of April and May, 1937 ? A. The average num¬ 
ber for those two months was 16,186. 

Q. You have stated that the average monthly payroll at 
the Cambria Plant for April and May, 1937 was a little over 
two and one-half million dollars. Will you state how much 
that would amount to per employee per month? A. $159. 
per employee per month. 

Q. If you exclude salaried employees? A. $154. per em¬ 
ployee. 

Q. You said the average number of employees for the 
year 1936 was 11,444; the average number of employees in 
April and May averaged 16,186. Will you give the percent¬ 
age of increase in employment, if you have computed it? A. 
The increase in the average number of employees in April 
and May over the year 1936, was 41-% per cent, approxi¬ 
mately. 

16231 Q. Taking the figures you have already given us 
for the monthly period for 1936, on the average, and 
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for the two months in 1937, on the average, what was the 
percentage increase of the total payroll? A. Approxi¬ 
mately 88.6 per cent. 

Q. You stated the average monthly earnings of employees 
at the Cambria Plant in 1936 was $119, and the similar av¬ 
erage for April and May, 1937, was $159. What percentage 
of increase was that ? A. 33.6 per cent. 

Q. What was the increase in wages, if you take salaries 
out of the total figure? A. 36.2 per cent. 

Q. Are you familiar with form S-l, known as “Produc¬ 
tion Report of the Department of Internal Affairs, Bureau 
of Statistics, Industrial Division of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania ? ” A. Yes. 

Q. What is that report? A. It is a report of productive 
employment, payrolls, which all industries in the State of 
Pennsylvania are required to furnish annually to the State 
of Pennsylvania. 

Q. Are these reports made by companies, or by 
16232 separate plants? A. They are required to be made 
by separate plants. 

Q. Is it one of your duties as statistician for Bethlehem 
Steel Company to supervise the preparation of these re¬ 
ports, or to prepare them? A. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, in order to get into the 
record in the quickest possible way the data covered by 
these reports, I would like to hand the witness a sample of 
them, and have him read the titles of the various schedules. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

The Witness: The report calls for the capital invested, 
the total horsepower, the number of electric motors, the 
wage earners, and wages for the year, salaried persons and 
office forces, production and the value of such production, 
together with some wage earners classified by industries 
and wage groups. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Do I understand that the figures 
you have given us for salaries and wages, are figures which 
have been duly reported to the State of Pennsylvania as 
required on Form S-l, making allowance for the fact that 
your report on Form S-l for the coal mines is for Cambria 
County and includes mines in the city of Johnstown, and 
that you have had to leave out the mines outside the City in 
the figures that you have given us? A. That is right. 
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Q. Are you familiar with Form S-16 of the Bureau 

16233 of Statistics, same departmentf A. Yes. 

Q. What is the form S-16? A. S-16 is the official 
form of the State of Pennsylvania, Bureau of Statistics, on 
which the compilations by cities and counties is made by the 
State, of the information contained on Form S-l. 

Q. Are the figures published? A. Yes. 

Q. What is the official publication of the State of Penn¬ 
sylvania in which the figures from time to time are pub¬ 
lished? A. I think it is called Productive Industry in the 
State of Pennsylvania. 

Q. That is, figures are published annually? A. Yes, sir. 
Q. And they are the figures that are reported by indus¬ 
tries of the State of Pennsylvania on Form S-l? A. That 
is right. 

Q. And those figures are broken down in the reports of 
the State of Pennsylvania by cities and counties? A. That 
is right. 

Q. Let me ask you it in another way. 

Has the Bureau of Statistics published the figures 

16234 for the year 1937 ? A. No, they have not. The rea¬ 
son is that we only report the figures to them—it is 

early in March before we get our report in to them, as far 
as Bethlehem is concerned, and they haven’t had time, by 
any means, to compile reports for 1937. 

Q. Has the document or pamphlet you referred to, Pro¬ 
ductive Industry in Pennsylvania, been published for 1936? 
A. No. The last publication, as far as I know, was in 1934. 
The 1935 and 1936 figures are available on Form S-16, but 
haven’t been published due to lack of an appropriation. 

Q. By “in 1934”, I take it you mean the figures for 1934. 
A. The figures for 1934; yes, sir. 

Q. Is the information collected and compiled by the Bu¬ 
reau of Statistics on Form S-16 available to the public? 
A. Yes, excepting that they will not furnish it for any one 
company. Their employees are sworn to keep any indi¬ 
vidual company statistics confidential, but they will fur¬ 
nish it to any citizen, I would say, upon request by the 
classes of industry. 

Q. In other words, I take it that Form S-16 does 

16235 not disclose the name of the industries concerned? 
A. No. 
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Q. But is a compilation of particular cities or counties 
within the State! A. That is correct. 

Q. By industries, of course, I did not mean classifica¬ 
tions of industries. I meant companies involved. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Thank you, Mr. Broun. I was 
just going to make the same request. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) You have stated that the State 
of Pennsylvania, Bureau of Statistics, Department of In¬ 
ternal Affairs, will not give out figures for individual 
plants. They do, however, do they not, give out figures for 
industries! A. That is correct. 

16236 Mr. McCormack: Does that clear it up, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer ! 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It does, by industries, I thought 
you meant companies, then, as I gathered, Mr. Broun made 
the same suggestion to you. 

Mr. McCormack: I am trying to follow your adjuration 
to be speedy. Perhaps I am being too speedy. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Oh, no. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Have you ever requested the 
Bureau of Statistics to give you the information contained 
on Form S-16 for metropolitan Johnstown for the year 
1936! A. Yes. 

Q. When did you make such request! A. About ten 
days ago. 

Q. Did you personally visit the office of the Bureau at 
Harrisburg! A. I did. 

Q. To whom, at that office, did you make that request! 
A. Mr. F. W. Ziegler, who is the assistant to Mr. H. W. 
Van Pelt, Director of Bureau of Statistics. 

Q. Did Mr. Ziegler give you the information you asked 
for! A. Yes. He gave it—I only requested information 
on employees and payrolls, but he offered to give me a 
complete copy of Form S-16 for Greater Johnstown. 

16237 Mr. McCormack: May I have this marked for 
identification, Mr. Examiner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Respondents’ Exhibit 194 for Identification.) 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) I hand you Respondents’ Ex¬ 
hibit 194 for Identification, being a schedule headed, “Com- 
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monwealth of Pennsylvania, Department of Internal Af¬ 
fairs, Bureau of Statistics,” with the words and figures, 
4 ‘Johnstown, 1936,” written in in ink, and figures inserted 
under various column headings, also in ink. Will you tell 
me if this schedule is Form S-16 from the Bureau of Sta¬ 
tistics which you received from Mr. Ziegler? A. Yes. 

Q. On the left-hand side of the schedule someone wrote 
figures in pencil, from 1 to 12. Were those figures written 
by you? A. Yes. 

Q. What was the purpose of that? 

Mr. Rose: That is objected to. Is counsel offering the 
document? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: I simply wrote those figures to show the 
different classes of industry, for the purpose of this 

16238 report. 

Mr. McCormack: I am merely trying to show what 
is and what is not in the official document. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As I understand it, everything 
was prepared by Mr. Ziegler on this document, except the 
pencilled notations at the left. 

Mr. McCormack: I am about to ask another question 
which will show the other thing, which is not on the official 
Form S-16. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Will you read that for the 
record? A. Classifications of industries. The classifica¬ 
tion of industries, chemicals and allied products, clay, 
glass and stone products, food and kindred products, lea¬ 
ther and rubber goods, lumber and its re-manufacture, 
metals and metal products, mine and quarry products, 
paper and printing industries, textiles and textile products, 
tobacco and its products, miscellaneous products, railroad 
repair shops. 

Mr. Rose: I object to that and move to strike it. The 
witness is reading from a document not in evidence. I 
still do not know if counsel is going to offer the document. 

Mr. McCormack: I am trying to qualify the document. 
I should like to finish my explanation before offering it. 

Isn’t that the appropriate procedure, Mr. Exam- 

16239 iner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: In general, we have been 
proceeding by having the witness see the document and de¬ 
scribe what it is, and— 
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Mr. McCormack: I offer the document in evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection? 

Mr. Rose: I haven’t seen it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Rose: I object to this on the ground that it is im¬ 
material, irrelevant and incompetent. What purpose does 
it offer? 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I have stated the pur¬ 
pose of this line of testimony, and you overruled the ob¬ 
jection. The quickest way to get the testimony in the record 
is to refer to this exhibit, although it is easy enough to get 
it in without the exhibit. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: May I ask one or two questions ? 

As I understand it, this document was prepared by Mr. 
Ziegler, with the exception of the numbers 1 to 12 on the 
extreme left-hand corner, and with the exceptions of the 
pencilled figures appearing at the bottom of the column, 
sixth from the left, headed, ‘ 4 Capital invested”, is that 
correct? 

The Witness: That is right. 

16240 Trial Examiner Bloom: The document is admitted 
with the exception of the two items just noted, un¬ 
less you are offering those two items. You are not, are 
you? 

Mr. McCormack: : I am about to have the witness testify 
that those figures were given him orally by Mr. Ziegler, 
although I am not going to ask the witness about this figure, 
(indicating), at all. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Objection overruled. The docu¬ 
ment will be received as Respondents’ Exhibit No. 194. 

(Thereupon, the document heretofore marked “Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit No. 194 for Identification,” is received in 
evidence.) 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) I notice on the bottom of the 
document which has been received in evidence as Respon¬ 
dents’ Exhibit No. 194, the left-hand side, written in in ink, 
the words “Fifteen Mines in Greater Johnstown,” and 
under the columns of total number of employees, total 
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wages and salaries, also marked in ink, certain figures with 
additional totals taken. By whom were those figures writ¬ 
ten? A. By Mr. Ziegler, or his assistants. 

Q. At your request? A. Well, I had requested him to 
give me figures for all industry in Greater Johnstown, and 
when he read this S-16 report in front of me, he told 

16241 me that coal mines were not included in statistics 
for cities of the State of Pennsylvania. 

I asked him why. I told him that there were a lot of 
coal mines in Johnstown. He said he never heard of that, 
of coal mines being in a city. They were supposed to be 
in counties. He did not think they were coal mines inside 
a city. 

Q. In other words, the Form S-16 as prepared by the 
Bureau of Statistics for cities does not include coal mines 
even if they are in cities, but for counties they include coal 
mines whether they are in cities or not? A. Yes. 

Q. In the next column I notice figures in pencil and an 
additional total taken. By whom were those figures writ¬ 
ten? A. By me. I asked Mr. Ziegler if he had the capital 
investment with the coal mines. He got the figures up 
while I was there and called it to me, and I inserted it on 
the record. 

Q. I hand you Respondents’ Exhibit No. 194, and ask 
you to state the total figure for salaries and wages paid by 
productive industries in Greater Johnstown for the year 
1936, including the coal mines? A. $22,681,400. 

Q. Referring to the classification known as Metals 

16242 and Metal Products, which I understand includes the 
Steei Plant, will you state what the figures shown 

are? A. The total figure is $17,012,400— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Pardon me, Mr. McCormack. 
Isn’t all this shown in the document, or are you going to 
draw certain percentages? 

Mr. McCormack: I will ask the witness to draw percent¬ 
ages from it, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Out of the figure of $17,000,000 
odd you have given us, what part represents the Cambria 
Plant of the Bethlehem Steel Company, not including coal 
mines, based on Form S-l filed by you? A. Of that $17,- 
012,400, total Metal and Metal Products, $14,227,302 was 
the figure reported for the Cambria Plant. 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 8069 

Q. What percentage is the last-named figure of the total 
shown for Metals and Metal Products? A. Approximately 
84 per cent. 

Q. I believe the figure shown at the bottom for coal mines 
in Metropolitan Johnstowm is $2,830,900; is that correct? 
A. That is correct. 

16243 Q. Of that figure, what part represents the salaries 
and wages paid by the mines of Bethlehem Steel 

Company in Greater Johnstown, as shown on your report, 
Form S-l? A. $2,148,305. 

Q. How many men were employed in Bethlehem mines in 
1936, on the average? 

Mr. Rose: That is objected to, Mr. Examiner, as imma¬ 
terial. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: In 1936, 1,567. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) What were the average earn¬ 
ings per man employed in the year 1936? A. $1,371 per 
year, or an average of $114 per month. 

Q. Have you computed from the figure shown on Form 
S-16, the number of men employed in other mines in the 
metropolitan Johnstown? That is, mines not owned by 
Bethlehem Steel Company, and the earnings, the salaries 
and wages paid to such employees? A. Yes. 

Q. What is the figure? 

Mr. Rose: That is objected to. How is this all material? 
Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. McCormack said it would 
not be much. I will let it in. 

16244 The Witness: The average earnings per year for 
all other mines in Greater Johnstown was $756 per 

year, or $63 per month. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) $63 per month? A. Yes. 

Q. As against $114 in the case of the Bethlehem mines? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Going back to the year 1936, or rather we are back 
in the year 1936—what figure do you obtain by adding the 
aggregate of the salaries and wages of the Cambria Plant 
alone to those of the Bethlehem Steel Company mines in 
metropolitan Johnstown, that is, the annual figure? A. 
$16,375,607. 

Q. That is, the total payroll in 1936 of the Cambria 
Plant and the mines? A. That is right. 
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Q. What percentage is the last figure of total salaries 
and wages paid in all productive industries in metropolitan 
Johnstown in 1936? A. Approximately 72.2 per cent. 

Q. The figures you have given for Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany do not, I assume, include the Conemaugh and Black- 
lick Railroad Company? A. No, that is a separate report; 
and railroad companies are not included on Form S-16. 

Q. State the figure on Form S-16 as the total num- 

16245 ber of persons employed in productive industries 
in Greater Johnstown for 1936. A. 19,222. 

Q. Subtracting from that the 11,444 persons employed by 
Bethlehem Steel Company, as you testified, what figure do 
you obtain for the persons employed in other productive 
industries in 1936? A. 7,778. 

Q. What figure do you obtain for the total payroll of pro¬ 
ductive industries in metropolitan Johnstown other than 
Bethlehem Steel Company for the year 1936? A. $6,305,793. 

Q. For the year? A. For the year, or an average per 
month of $525,483. 

Q. What does that amount to in average annual earnings 
per person employed? A. $811 per year, or $68 per month. 

Q. In other words, the figures you have given us show 
the employees of Bethlehem Steel Company in metropolitan 
Johnstown received an average annual compensation of 
$1,431 in the year 1936 as against $811 per year for em¬ 
ployees in all other productive industries in Greater Johns¬ 
town? A. That is right'. 

16246 Q. And the comparable monthly figures are $119 
as against $68? A. That’s right. 

Mr. Rose: Mr. Examiner, as I understand it, all this is 
over my objection? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If you made an objection, it is 
over your objection. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Mr. Brugler, I should like to 
arrive, as nearly as I can, at the figures for the payroll of 
industries, other than Bethlehem Steel Company in metro¬ 
politan Johnstown, for the months of April and May, 1937. 
You have testified that the rate of increase by total pay¬ 
rolls of Bethlehem Steel Company on a monthly average 
basis from 1936 to April and May, 1937 was 88.6 per cent.? 
A. That is correct. 
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Q. If we assume the same rate of increase in other indus¬ 
tries in Johnstown, what figure do you have— 

Mr. Rose: That is objected to as hypothetical and argu¬ 
mentative, and also as incompetent, irrelevant and imma¬ 
terial. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will let him answer. How 
much more of this have you, Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack: Just a few minutes more. What I 
would like to do, to anticipate the objection to this line of 
questioning is to say that we are not trying to arrive 

16247 at an exact figure, but merely to show a maximum 
which could possibly be the figure we have in mind. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, go ahead. 

Mr. McCormack: I will repeat the question. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) If we assume the same rate 
of increase in the case of other industries, what w r ould the 
total payroll for other industries, for the average of April 
and May, 1937, have been? A. Approximately $990,000. 

Q. As against $2,573,000, odd, for Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany? A. That is right. 

Q. Is it fair to assume that the payrolls of other indus¬ 
tries increased in proportion to those of Bethlehem Steel 
Company? 

Mr. Rose: Same objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, Mr. McCormack, I don’t 
know of any reason why this witness is qualified to answer 
that particular question. You haven’t shown up to this 
point that he is qualified. 

Mr. McCormack: I will approach the question in another 
way, Mr. Examiner. I can have put in the complete busi¬ 
ness statistics of the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, 
which we can obtain, and which give complete reports— 
Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think it is that 

16248 material. I have permitted you to put some of it 
in since you said you would not take long on it, and 

placed some reliance on that, although I confess I do not 
see the materiality of all this, and I do not see that this 
man is qualified to answer. It may be that he knows. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Mr. Brugler, in connection 
with your work as statistician of the Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany do you frequently have occasion to examine general 
business statistics covering the State of Pennsylvania? A. 
Yes. 
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Q. What do you consider the most reliable statistics that 
are prepared for the State of Pennsylvania showing the 
aggregate payrolls for various classes of industries of the 
State f A. The Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, who 
publish complete monthly and quarterly reports showing 
indexes of the various industries. 

Q. Have you studied the indices of the Federal Reserve 
Bank of Philadelphia for the year 1936 and April and May 
1937, for the purpose of determining what is shown as the 
percentage of increase between 1936 and those months of 
1937 in the steel industry and other industries in the State? 
A. I have. 

16249 Mr. McCormack: May I ask the question, Mr. 
Examiner? 

Mr. Rose: I renew my objection. I don’t think the wit¬ 
ness is qualified. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) On the basis of your knowl¬ 
edge of business statistics in the State of Pennsylvania, 
is it fair to assume that from 1936 to April and May, 1937, 
other industries in Johnstown increased their aggregate 
payrolls at the same rate as the steel industries? A. No, 
by no means. 

Q. Why not? A. Because the Federal Reserve Bank in¬ 
dexes of employment show that the iron and steel industry 
increase in payrolls was very much larger than for any 
other industry in the State. 

Q. What rate of increase is shown for the iron and steel 
industry for 1936? A. 56 per cent. 

Q. What is the average for other productive industries 
in the State of Pennsylvania? A. Clay and glass is next 
highest with 42% per cent.; non-ferrous metals, 35% per 
cent.; while the average for all industry, including iron 
and steel is 33% per cent. 

16250 Q. The question I asked, Mr. Brugler, was the 
average—leaving out the iron and steel industry. 

A. The average shown by the Federal Reserve Bank of 
Philadelphia, leaving out the iron and steel industry, the 
average for all industry except iron and steel is 18.2 per 
cent. 

Q. I should like to have you state, Mr. Brugler, what 
figure you would arrive at, if you applied the 18.2 per 



BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 8073 

cent, for the other industries in the City of Johnstown in 
order to obtain the payrolls of those industries in April and 
May, 1937, as compared with the year 1936? A. Roughly 
that would give you $630,000 per month for those months. 

Q. As against $2,573,000 odd for Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany? A. Yes. 

Q. Taking the two figures, what do you arrive at as the 
total for Greater Johnstown, as the average of those two 
months? A. $3,204,000, approximately. 

Q. What percentage of that total is represented by the 
payroll of the Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company 
and the mines of Bethlehem Steel Company in Greater 
Johnstown? A. Slightly over 80 per cent. 

16251 Q. On the basis of your knowledge of statistics, 
and your experience with industries in the State of 

Pennsylvania, do you think it is fair to assume that the 
industries in Johnstown other than Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany increased their aggregate payrolls at the average 
rate for the State, as to all industries other than steel and 
iron ? 

Mr. Rose: That is objected to as incompetent, irrele¬ 
vant and immaterial. This man has not been qualified to 
answer a question of that kind. He has not been qualified 
as a statistician. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: I don’t think so. I am certain in mv own 
mind that the industries in Johnstown here, being as they 
are, mostly small, outside of the Bethlehem Steel plant, 
that our experience has shown that these smaller plants 
do not increase the rate of wages nearly as much as the 
large ones. 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) By your experience, what ex¬ 
perience do you refer to? A. Experience in auditing ac¬ 
counts of various customers of Bethlehem Steel Company 
who are in debt to the company. 

Q. And they are small industries? A. Yes. 

16252 Mr. McCormack: That is all. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Rose? 

Mr. Rose: At this time I move to strike out the testi¬ 
mony of this witness relating to average payrolls and aver¬ 
age wages of the employees of the Bethlehem Steel Com- 
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pany, Cambria Plant, and of the mines of the industries, 
as being immaterial and irrelevant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Motion denied. 

Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) You used the expression “average 
number of men.” Do you include in the average number 
of men all employees, from the general manager of the 
plant down? A. Yes. 

Q. Did you include in that average number of men, any 
employee who did not work at the Cambria Plant ? A. No. 

Q. Did you include any officials of the company? Do you 
understand what I mean by officials? A. We included in 
these figures everybody in the Cambria Plant and coal 
mines from general manager down; no other officials, no 
officials not located here. 

Q. And that is true of the Cambria Plant and of the 
mines? A. That is right. 

16253 Q. And in your testimony you refer to the average 
payroll. Does that include the earnings of every 

employee of the Cambria Plant from the general manager 
down? A. That’s right. 

Q. Did it include any earnings or salaries of officials 
other than the General Manager of the plant? A. No. 

Q. And that was true with reference to the figures con¬ 
cerning the mines; is that correct? A. Absolutely. 

16254 Q. I believe you gave a figure which you said rep¬ 
resented the average monthly earning of an individ¬ 
ual employee. A. Yes. 

Q. Of course, in computing that figure, you had to in¬ 
clude all employees, including the general manager? 

Mr. McCormack: I object to the question because of the 
use of the term “earning”. We are not trying to show 
the earnings of the employees. They may have had earn¬ 
ings outside, we are trying to show the payrolls of the 
company to employees. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I assumed that the ques¬ 
tion was restricted to earnings from Bethlehem Steel. 

Mr. Rose: Yes, that’s what I intended. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Did you so understand, Mr. Brugler? 
A. I don’t quite understand what you asked, I would like 
to have the question again. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase it, please. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, when I referred to— A. Yes. 

Q. Did you understand me to mean that I was referring 
to only the earnings made by the various employees at the 
plant, as a result of their work at the Cambria Plant which 
was paid to them by the Bethlehem Steel Company for the 
work in the Cambria Plant, is that correct ? A. Yes. 

16255 Q. I believe I asked you a question which you 
didn’t answer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, he said he didn’t quite 
understand it. 

Mr. Rose: I had a question prior to that. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) I believe I asked whether in com¬ 
puting the average individual earnings from work at the 
plant, I will call it that, you included in that the salary or 
earnings of the general manager for work at the plant, is 
that correct? A. Yes. 

Q. And that is so with reference to the average individ¬ 
ual earnings of employees in the mines? A. Yes, I gave two 
figures, I gave one including salaries and one without, with 
all salaries excluded. 

Q. Excluding what? A. Excluding all salaries, and an 
average per employee excluding all salaried people. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As I understand it, you gave a 
figure including wages and salaries and then one just for 
wages. 

The Witness: That’s right. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) But in arriving at those figures, did 
you include the general manager of the plant? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which figures, he gave two? 

The Witness: In the first, I did, but not in the 

16256 second. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Rose, you will have 
to make a distinction because the witness gave two figures, 
one wages and salaries and one purely wages, so don’t say 
“those figures”, you will have to say whether you are 
talking about the figures that he gave with respect to the 
both or the figures that he gave with respect to the one, 
otherwise the question is meaningless. 

The witness can’t possibly understand your question. 
He gave us two averages, as I understand it. 

The Witness: That’s right. 
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Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, if the general manager was 
paid a bonus, would that be included in the second figure? 
A. In the first figure, in the one of total wages and salaries, 
it would be included, yes, sir. 

Q. How about the second figure? A. In the second figure 
there would be no salaries or bonus of general manager or 
of any salaried person, all salaried people are included 
from the second. 

Q. Let me ask you this: Does the first figure in which 
vou sav vou include salaries and wages varv with the num- 
her of persons employed at the plant? A. 1 don't under¬ 
stand. 

Q. Well, if the number of employees at the plant in¬ 
creased, would the ligure representing the average 
16*27)7 individual monthly earnings, including salary and 
wages, increase? A. It would depend entirely upon 
the amount of money paid to them, these are the actual 
average earnings per man per month for the periods in 
question. 

Mr. McCormack: I object to the question, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, because it is arithmetically impossible, unless you 
know how the new men who were added were paid in rela¬ 
tion to those who are already there. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, 1 don’t understand what 
your question means. 

The Witness: 1 don’t, either. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I don't understand what 
your question means. 

The Witness: 1 don’t, either. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Because the witness has given 
us average figures, figures representing certain averages 
for a certain period of time. 

Mr. Rose: That’s right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Now, asking him what might 
have happened, I assume that is what you mean, if some¬ 
thing else had happened, you will have to give him more 
figures to work with. 

Mr. Rose: Well, I just wanted to know if the average 
monthly earning figure has any relation to the number of 
employees that were employed. 

16258 Mr. McCormack: I object to the question, it is 
impossible. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: He can’t answer that. 

The Witness: I can’t answer that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He can’t answer that question. 
1 mean, that doesn't give him sufficient additional informa¬ 
tion to make an intelligible answer. 

Mr. Rose: I didn’t want to take the time to ask this man 
to tell us just how that figure was arrived at. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will sustain the objection. 
These are actual figures. 

The Witness: Yes, that is it, exactly. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As I understand the testimony, 
at least. 


The Witness: Yes, that’s right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What he has obviously done is 
taken the aggregate number of employees and divided them 
into the aggregate amount paid out and then he gets a cer¬ 
tain figure and that is the average figure, is that correct? 

The Witness: That’s correct, yes, they are absolutely 
actual figures. 

Mr. Rose: Well, I wasn’t questioning that, Mr. Ex¬ 


aminer. 


16259 Trial Examiner Bloom: Then I don’t see what 


your question means. 

< c >. (By Mr. Rose) Well, how did you obtain the figures 
upon which you based your statistics that you gave here? 
A. Do you mean these averages? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 


Mr. Rose: Yes. 


The Witness: By dividing the total, the total payroll, 
by the number of men actually working and receiving wages 
in that particular period. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Well, how did you get the informa¬ 
tion.’ A. From the record of—from the regular payroll 
t coords of the company. 

q>. Well, are there payroll records of the Cambria Plant 
located at Bethlehem ? A. No, they are located here. 

Q. Well, how did you obtain the information, did you 
compute the information here? A. Xo, reports of payrolls, 
etc. are sent to Bethlehem in our regular accounting pro¬ 
cedure. 


Q. 1 see. How often? A. Every month. 
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Q. And those reports you have referred to are kept on 
file in the office in Bethlehem, is that correct? A. That’s 
correct. 

16260 Q. Are reports of all the steel plants of the Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company, such as you have mentioned, 

I mean the kind of reports you have mentioned, received at 
the office at Bethlehem, Pennsylvania? 

Mr. McCormack: I would like to have that question read, 
I don’t understand that question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read it, please. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, the witness during the 
course of his testimony, has mentioned a great many differ¬ 
ent kinds of reports. At the outset he mentioned all the 
reports that were prepared by him. 

Mr. Rose: Yes, he just told us about a particular report. 
Mr. McCormack: He told us about reports of govern¬ 
ment officials and lots of other reports, I would like to have 
the question rephrased, I object to it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Which report? 

Mr. Rose: The last one he mentioned, I think he said he 
received monthly reports. 

The Witness: Of payrolls. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Of payrolls and number of men em¬ 
ployed, is that correct? A. That’s correct. 

16261 Q. I want to know if you receive at the office at 
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania such reports monthly from 

all of the plants of the Bethlehem Steel Company. A. Yes. 
Mr. Rose: No further questions. 

Examination by the Chair 

q). (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Mr. Brugler, these fig¬ 
ures that you have compiled, I assume at the request of 
counsel, run down to what period in ’37 ? A. They were— 
Q. The first five months? A. A few were for the first 
five months of ’37 and others for the average of April and 
May, 1937. 

Q. I see. Now, have you any figures showing the average 
income or payroll for the months subsequent to May, 1937? 
A. No, I do not have them with me. 
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Q. Do you know approximately what the average per em¬ 
ployee in the Cambria Plant was for the month of March, 
1938? A. No, I do not, I could get it. 

Q. What was it for March last year? A. I don’t have 
the averages, even for March last year. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, the figures that we 
have put in are two kinds, one for January to May and the 
other for the average of April and May. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I mean the average monthly, 
the monthly average for the period from January 

16262 through May. 

The Witness: Oh, I see. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What was that figure? 

The Witness: January through May? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, leaving out the salary and 
wage figure. 

The Witness: Well, I am sorry I don’t have that one, I 
do have the April. 

Q. (By Trial Examiner Bloom) Well, the April figure 
will do. A. April, the average earnings per man per month 
of wages only were $154. per month. 

Q. Per man? A. Per man, that’s right, or per employee. 

Q. Per employee? A. Per employee, that includes every- 

bodv. 

* 

Q. Having suggested that you refer to employee instead 
of man, 1 suppose that I should be the last one to go back 
to man. A. Well, that is the material that we are using, 
that is the term, rather, that we use in accounting all the 
time. 

Q. Mr. Brugler, do you have the figure, similar figure, for 
the month of March, 1938? A. No, I don’t have that. 

16263 Q. Would it be much trouble to prepare such fig¬ 
ures? A. No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to hav¬ 
ing Mr. Brugler prepare such figures and submit them to 
you, Mr. McCormack, and you can just put them in evi¬ 
dence ? 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I would like to know 
the relevancy of the figures for a period of time as late as 
1938, long after this case started, how it could bear upon 
the issues. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I frankly don’t know what 
any of these figures are in evidence for and being some¬ 
what in the dark, why, if we were going to get figures I 
thought we would try to bring them up to date. 

Mr. McCormack: I tried to state what they were for. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I frankly confess 1 don’t know 
just what they are in for. Is there any objection to having 
Mr. Brugler prepare such figures? 

Mr. McCormack: I think I will have to make an objec¬ 
tion, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, you understand, Mr. 
Brugler, this is purely a request on my part, you don’t 
have to honor it, if you don’t care to. If you want to pre¬ 
pare this information and submit to Mr. McCormack, you 
may do so, but you are under no compulsion, in any 
16264 sense, to do it and you understand, of course, that 
your counsel objects to your preparing the informa¬ 
tion, so we will just leave it there. 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack: In order to clear up the question— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: One other question: You un¬ 
derstand, though, that you might be subject to a subpoena 
for possibly additional information on this whole matter 
if I ever discover the relevancy of it ! 

Redirect Examination 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) Mr. Brugler, in order to clear 
up the questions that counsel for the Board has asked, per¬ 
haps you can state if you have the figures there from which 
you made, from which you computed, your average, so as 
to separate out the number of persons employed on salaries 
from the number of persons employed on wages and the 
aggregate amounts received in either case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t really think that is nec¬ 
essary, Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. McCormack: Pardon me? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I thought the original testimony 
was very clear on those points. 

Mr. McCormack: Let me just ask one question. I will 
withdraw that question and ask just one other question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 
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16265 Q. (By Mr. McCormack) As a matter of arith- 
' metic, based on the figures that you have, if the sal¬ 
ary of the manager of the plant were left out of the com¬ 
putation involving two and a half million dollars per month, 
would the change in the figure be as much as one dollar in 
the average? A. No, it would not, not if it was just the 
salary of the general manager, no, sir. 

Q. In other words, the average is not increased as much 
as one dollar, as a matter of arithmetic, by including this 
general manager’s salary? A. No, it is not. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, what variation does the 
manager’s salary make in the total? 

The Witness: Very, very small. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: How small? 

The Witness: If you would—all salaries, excluding all 
salaries, it would only decrease the average five dollars per 
employee per month, excluding all salaries, that is all 
salaried people in the entire plant, a month. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, anything further? I 
thought you had concluded, Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. McCormack: I just wanted to say— 

Q. (By Mr. McCormack) When you say all salaries you 
mean superintendents, clerical force? A. That’s right. 

Q. Accounting and all the other things that go to 

16266 make up the salaried employees? A. That’s right. 

Mr. McCormack: That is all, Mr. Examiner. 

Recross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) Just one other question, when you 
said exclude salaries, do you also exclude any bonus that 
may be paid to salaried employees? A. Oh, yes, to salaried 
employees. 

Mr. Rose: Nothing further. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all, thank you, Mr. 
Brugler. 

(Witness excused.) 

We will take a ten-minute recess. 

(Thereupon, a ten-minute recess was taken, after which 
the following proceedings were had:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 
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Mr. Ford: What I plan to do, Mr. Examiner, is to offer 
in evidence certain portions of Johnstown newspapers that 
have heretofore been marked for identification concerning 
which there has been a considerable amount of testimony. 
I don’t know whether you and the Board counsel have the 
testimony in mind, but you will remember some months ago 
a representative of the publishing company— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I remember, Mr. Linden, wasn’t 
it? 

16267 Mr. Ford: That’s right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He testified and he iden¬ 
tified the various documents. 

Mr. Ford: That’s correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That was back in January. 

Mr. Ford: That’s correct. I believe he testified to the 
circulation of each of the exhibits that have been marked 
for identification, and there are certain witnesses who fol¬ 
lowed who testified about various things that they had read 
in the newspapers, and generally the fact that they had 
read the Johnstown Tribune and the Democrat for the 
period preceding the strike and during the strike period. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All that went in to show their 
states of mind and that sort of thing. 

Mr. Ford: That’s correct, and I want to complete the 
record and put in— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why don’t we do this, that will 
take a little while, and as you offer them Board’s counsel 
are going to want to look them over, I would assume. Why 
wouldn’t it speed things up if you took all the papers and 
simply showed them to counsel off the record and then make 
your offer all at one time, then they will know which ones 
they are going to object to at one time. 

16268 Mr. Shawe: We are going to object to all of them, 
Mr. Examiner, I can tell you that right now. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As I said before it is under¬ 
stood that all counsel have a standing objection to every 
offer that is made, sight unseen. Maybe you want to offer 
some of these yourself, I don’t know. 

Mr. Shawe: You might just as well go out and get all 
the newspapers and bring them in here, let’s go and get 
the New York Times, let’s go and get all the recent news¬ 
papers and bring them in. I don’t see the materiality. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Why don’t you see the articles— 

Mr. Shawe: I know what the papers are, Mr. Examiner, 
I have examined them dozens of times, I have a complete 
set of them. 

Mr. Ford: Of course, Mr. Examiner, there is a very 
definite purpose in our offering these newspapers. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why weren’t they offered at 
the time the witnesses were testifying, Mr. Ford? It is 
awfully— 

Mr. Ford: A large number of witnesses testified. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It is exceedingly difficult to— 

Mr. Ford: Well, I have collected the references in the 
record to the testimony on which we rely. If I can 
16269 have just a minute I can tell you what they are. I 
believe the last witness that I know of who testified 
about the newspapers was Mr. Evans. In other words, 
the foundation for the introduction— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why don’t we do it this way: 
we are simply going to pile up a lot of record with a lot of 
conversation mixed in, if we take each one individually, I 
think the best thing to do would be if respondents’ counsel 
and Board’s counsel and myself sit down and discuss these 
offers and then when we get together this evening the very 
first thing you will make your offers and I will make my 
rulings, and in the interim we can examine them in an in¬ 
telligible way. How does that strke you? 

Mr. Ford: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Rose and Mr. Shawe ? 

Mr. Shawe: That is agreeable, we don’t mind discussing 
them. 

Mr. Rose: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, it is 4:30 now. We 
will adjourn at this time until 7 o’clock tonight, with the 
understanding that all counsel will remain here with me 
and we will go over the proposed offers. 

(Whereupon, at 4:30 o’clock p.m., a recess was taken 
until 7:00 o’clock p.m.) 

16274 After Recess 

(Thereupon, the hearing was resumed, pursuant to re¬ 
cess, at 7:30 o’clock p. m.) 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come 
to order. 

Mr. Moore: Just a moment, please. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, due to the voluminous record 
and the pressure of putting on witnesses in this case, I find 
in re-checking that there were a few questions which I 
would like to have asked of Mr. Ralph E. Hough when he 
was on the witness stand, which I did not ask of him, and 
I therefore move that you permit us to recall Mr. Hough 
at this time. 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Hough, will you take the stand, please? 

Ralph E. Hough resumed the stand as a witness by and 
on behalf of the Respondents, and having been previously 
sworn, testified further as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Hough, you are the 
16275 same Mr. Ralph E. Hough who testified in this pro¬ 
ceeding on— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: April 12th. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) April 12, 1938? A. I am. 

Q. You have told us, Air. Hough, that you testified, and 
when you testified before you told us that you had tele¬ 
phoned to the Reverend Mr. Stanton on the afternoon of 
Sunday, June 13th? A. That’s right. 

Q. And that he had listened over the wire to a dis¬ 
turbance that was going on at the Upper Franklin Gate, 
you being at that gate? A. That’s right. 

Q. Did you telephone anyone else at that time in that 
connection? A. I called up Mr. Ellicott. 

Q. Where did you telephone Mr. Ellicott? A. At the 
Stanwix Hotel. 

Q. Did you telephone Mr. Ellicott more than once at 
that time on that occasion, on that afternon, or that ap¬ 
proximate time? A. Yes, I did call him twice. 
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Q. Was he at the Fort Stanwix, or did yon call him at 
the Fort Stanwix both times ? A. I called him at the Fort 
Stanwix both times. 

16276 Q. Did you talk to anyone other than Mr. Elli¬ 
cott on either of those calls? A. I talked to Sheriff 

Boyle on one of them, one occasion; and advised him of 
what was going on at the particular time. 

Q. When you telephoned Mr. Ellicott and reached him, 
what did you say to him on the first call, if you remember ? 
A. Why that I thought he had better be advised of the 
condition of things, that there was a lot of rowdyism and 
disturbances going on that I thought he should know about. 

Q. And after that, on that call, was it, or on the other 
call that you talked to Sheriff Boyle? A. I believe it was 
on the second call, although I am not positive, I think it 
was on the second call. 

Q. What was the occasion for the second call? A. The 
same thing, a continuance of it and a larger crowd. 

Q. Had the disturbance become any worse or not? A. 
Which had become worse, to my mind, and I wished him 
to know about it. 

Q. You also told us, Mr. Hough, about a conference that 
you and Mr. Albert Bergman had on the 7th or 8th of June 
with Burgess Sewak of Franklin Boro, at which he refused 
to swear in as special Franklin policeman any Bethlehem 
watchmen; did you have any conversation after that con¬ 
ference with Mr. Ellicott with respect to what had 

16277 gone on at the conference? 

Mr. Shawe: Just a minute, may I have the last 
question, please? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You may answer. 

The Witness: I reported back to Mr. Ellicott to the 
effect that there wouldn't be any officers, any watchmen, 
sworn in as special officers. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Did you tell him why? A. And I 
told him the reason why, that Mr. Sewak had given careful 
consideration and due to the campaign pledge of his he 
didn't see fit to change his mind at this time. 
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Q. Mr. Hough, did you attend the meeting of the General 
Body under the Plan held on May 27,1937 ? A. I did. 

Q. Did you attend any other General Body meeting in 
May, 1937? A. No. 

Q. What other representatives of the management, if 
any, attended the May 27, 1937 meeting of the General 
Body? A. Mr. Ellicott and Mr. Evans. 

Q. How did you happen to attend the meeting? A. At 
the request of the General Body. 

16278 Q. Did Mr. Ellicott at that meeting say in words 
or substance that he thought that all of the repre¬ 
sentatives under the Plan except Tressler and Underwood 
had done a good job of representing? A. No, I didn’t hear 
that statement. 

Q. Have you ever had anything to do with the employ¬ 
ment of the Pinkerton National Detective Agency or any 
other detective agency or agencies or other under-cover 
men or agencies at the Cambria Plant? A. No, sir. 

Q. Have you ever had any knowledge of the employment 
or operation of the Pinkerton National Detective Agency 
or any other detective agency or agencies or other under¬ 
cover men or agencies at the Cambria Plant? A. I have 
not. 

16279 Q. Mr. Hough, did you or in so far as you know 
did anyone else who you know was or believe to have 

been a representative of or acting for or authorized to act 
for either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel 
Corporation at any time before or during the strike among 
the employees of Bethlehem Steel Company at its Cambria 
Plant in June, 1937, directly or indirectly, suggest to or 
order or direct that the Johnstown Citizens Committee or 
any member, officer, representative or committee thereof 
do or refrain from doing anything in connection with the 
formation of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the question, Mr. Examiner, on 
the grounds that it is too broad, too vague, and calls for a 
conclusion. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Will you answer the question, Mr. 
Hough? A. No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

In order to save repetition, it is understood that there 
will be an objection to each question of this series, 

16280 and that the objections are overruled unless I spe¬ 
cifically state that they are sustained, in which case 

the witness will please refrain from answering. 

Mr. Broun: That is satisfactory to us. Before I go on, 
Mr. Examiner, I would like to ask the witness this. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Hough, what do you under¬ 
stand by membership in the Johnstown Citizens’ Commit¬ 
tee? Generally, who would you classify as a member of 
the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? A. Any citizen that 
is desirous of participating in any affair of that character. 

Q. Well now, that is a general statement. With specific 
reference to the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee, who would 
you consider were the members of that committee, speaking 
generally. I am not talking about any particular individual, 
but what would you consider indicated a man was a member 
of the committee? You use the present tense. You said, 
anyone desirous of taking part in such activity. A. Well, 
any person desirous of participating in a representative 
group of that character that believe in policies that they 
had. 

Q. You mean, anybody that did actually participate in 
the activities— 

16281 Mr. Shawe: I object to the form of the last ques¬ 
tion, Mr. Examiner. That is a statement of fact. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Whom do you consider was a 
member of the committee? I think that is Mr. Broun’s 
question. Am I correct? 

Mr. Broun: Yes. Mr. Hough is talking, so far, in the 
present tense, but I am talking about the time the committee 
was going on, that particular committee, the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee. 

The Witness: If you put it that way, any person who 
had a desire at that time to participate in an affair of that 
type. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) And in the affairs of that com¬ 
mittee? A. In the affairs of that committee. 

Q. Now, Mr. Hough, did you or in so far as you know, 
did anyone else who you know was or believe to have been 
a representative of or acting for or authorized to act for 
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either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration at any time before or during the strike among the 
employees of Bethlehem Steel Company at its Cambria 
Plant in June, 1937, directly or indirectly, suggest to or 
order or direct that the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or 
any member, officer, representative or committee thereof, 
do or refrain from doing anything in connection with any 
of the activities of the Johnstown Citizens’ Corn- 

16282 mittee or of any committee thereof? A. I do not. 

Q. Well, you mean, you did not? A. I did not. 
That’s right. I had better get my tenses right. 

Q. Did anyone else you know was, or believe to have been, 
a representative of or acting for or authorized to act for 
Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation? 
A. I knew of no one. 

Q. Or in connection with the holding of any meetings? 
A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the issuance of any public 
statement or statements? A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the insertion of any advertise¬ 
ment or advertisements in any newspaper or newspapers? 
A. No. 

Q. Or in connection with the publication of any document 
or documents or any pamphlet or pamphlets? A. No, sir. 

Q. Or in connection with the making of any speeches or 
statements over the radio or otherwise? A. No, sir. 

Q. Or in connection with the solicitation or the 

16283 expenditure of any funds? A. No, sir. 

Q. Or in connection with the sending of any com¬ 
munications to or the holding of any conferences with of¬ 
ficials of or other persons purporting to represent the 
United States of America? A. No, sir. 

Q. Or the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania? A. No, sir. 
Q. Or Cambria County? A. No, sir. 

Q. Or the City of Johnstowm? A. No, sir. 

Q. Or Franklin Boro? A. No, sir. 

Q. Or the so-called Steel Workers’ Committee? A. No, 
sir. 

Q. Or in connection with anything whatsoever? A. No, 
sir. 

Q. In so far as you know, did the Johnstowm Citizens’ 
Committee or its executive committee or any other com- 
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mittee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or any mem¬ 
ber or representative of any such committees ever take 
any action or do anything or refrain from taking any action 
or doing anything for the purpose of aiding, helping 

16284 or benefiting Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Corporation as distinguished from any 

other interest or other property owner, whether located 
in Johnstown or elsewhere? 

Mr. Shawe: May I ask the witness what the question 
means to him, Mr. Examiner? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Sustained. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Did you ever attend any meeting of 
the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its executive com¬ 
mittee or of any other committee of the Johnstown Citi¬ 
zens’ Committee? A. No. 

Q. Did any member or representative of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee or of its executive committee or of 
any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens ’ Committee 
anywhere, in so far as you know, ever say in words or in 
substance that the taking of any action or the doing of 
anything or refraining from taking any action or doing 
anything by any of such committees or by any member or 
representative thereof was for the purpose of aiding, help¬ 
ing or benefiting Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation as distinguished from any other interest 
or other property owner, whether located in Johnstown or 
elsewhere? A. No. 

16285 Q. Did you ever hear from any member or repre¬ 
sentative of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or 

of its executive committee or of any other committee of the 
Johnstown Citizens’ Committee that Mr. S. D. Evans ever 
took any part in the transaction of any business that was 
transacted at any time by any of such committees? A. I 
did not. 

Q. I used in that question the phrase, “Transaction of 
business” and I will use that phrase in subsequent ques¬ 
tions. I wish you would tell me what that phrase “trans¬ 
action of business” means to you. A. Well, to transact 
business would be—well, more than one—where more than 
one person is concerned, and coming to a definite conclusion, 
in the form of a transaction. 
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Q. Did you ever take any part in the transaction of any 
business that was transacted at any time by the Johns¬ 
town Citizens’ Committee or by its executive committee or 
by any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee? A. I did not. 

Q. Did you ever hear from any member or representa¬ 
tive of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its execu¬ 
tive committee or of any other committee of the 

16286 Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its executive 
committee or of any other committee of the Johns¬ 
town Citizens’ Committee that Mr. C. R. Ellicott ever took 
any part in the transaction of any business that was trans¬ 
acted at any time by any of such committees ? A. I did not. 

Q. Did Mr. S. D. Evans, in so far as you know, ever take 
any part in the transaction of any business that was trans¬ 
acted at any time by the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee 
or by its executive committee or by any other committee 
of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? A. No. 

Q. Did Mr. C. R. Ellicott, in so far as you know, ever 
take any part in the transaction of any business that was 
transacted at any time by the Johnstown Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee or by its executive committee or by any other com¬ 
mittee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? A. No. 

Mr. Broun: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion ensued off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Did any person who you know was 
or believe to have been, a representative of or acting 

16287 for or authorized to act for either Bethlehem Steel 
Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation take any 

part, in so far as you know, in the transaction of any busi¬ 
ness that was transacted at any time by the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee or by its executive committee or by 
any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? 
A. No. 

Q. Did you ever hear from any member or representative 
of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its executive 
committee or of any other committee of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee that any person purporting to be a 
representative of or to be acting for or to be authorized 
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to act for either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation ever took any part in the transaction of 
any business that was transacted at any time by any of 
such committees? A. No. 

16288 Q. Did you ever hear from any member or repre¬ 
sentative of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or 

of its Executive Committee or of any other committee of 
the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee that any person who 
you know was, or believe to have been, a representative of 
or acting for or authorized to act for either Bethlehem 
Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation ever took 
any part in the transaction of any business that was trans¬ 
acted at any time by any of such committees? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you ever hear from any member or representative 
of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or of its Executive 
Committee or of any other committee of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee that any person who such member or 
representative stated that he knew or believed was a rep¬ 
resentative of or acting for or authorized to act for either 
Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation 
ever took any part in the transaction of any business that 
was transacted at any time by any of such committees? 
A. No, sir. 

Q. Did any member or representative of the Johnstown 
Citizens Committee or of its Executive Committee or of 
any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee 
ever tell you that there ever was any connection be- 

16289 tween any of such committees and either Bethlehem 
Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Corporation? 

A. No, sir. 

Q. Did anyone who you know was or believe to have been 
a representative of or acting for or authorized to act for 
either Bethlehem Steel Company or Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration ever tell you that there ever was any connection 
between the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or its Execu¬ 
tive Committee or any other committee of the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee and either such company or such cor¬ 
poration? A. No, sir. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Does that finish it up, Mr. 
Broun, except for the list? 

Mr. Broun: There are a few more, Mr. Examiner. 
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Q. (By Mr. Broun) In so far as you know, were any of 

the following named persons a member of the Johnstown 

Citizens’ Committee or of any committee thereof: 

Eugene G. Grace 
Frederick A. Shick 
Robert E. McMath 
George H. Blakeley 
C. Austin Buck 
Charles R. Holton 
Charles M. Schwab 

16290 James H. Ward 
Quincy Bent 
Archibald Johnston 
Joseph M. Larkin 
Paul Mackall 
Norborne Berkeley 
Charles D. Marshall 
William J. Brown 
James P. Bender 
Charles R. Miller 
Edward B. Hill 
William H. Johnstone 
Warren M. Driver 
Sigmund L. Holverstott 
Richard H. Schlottman 
Frederick N. Finger 
Robert Young 

Fred H. Overdorf 
William L. Achenbach 
Donald T. Aikenhead 
Jesse V. Honeycutt 
John M. Ellis 
Charles M. Denise 
William H. Stewart 
Paul W. Cotton 

16291 Edward F. Gohl 
Robert S. A. Dougherty 
Roy A. Lewis 
Charles R. Ellicott 
Harry A. Whitaker 
Edward F. Entwisle 
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16292 


Jacob H. Edmonds 
Stewart J. Cort 
Frank A. Robbins, Jr. 
Edwin J. Paulus 
T. Scott Clingan 
Thomas R. Johns 
Myrle L. Jacobs 
Arthur F. Peterson 
Edward J. Quackenbush 
Augustino T. De Serrano 
John M. Gross 
Harry C. Crawford 
Ralph R. Hough 
Sidney D. Evans 
Ewart L. Roberts 
John C. Davies 
Francis A. Dunn 
Homer M. Crossett 
Ralph Kent 
Gordon R. Baer 
Frank E. Howells 
Harry R. Coulson 
Harry A. Marley 
Harry H. Phillips 
Thomas F. Gallagher 
Clifford T. Ward 
William H. Bennett 
Thomas C. Kern 
Patrick J. Scott 
Daniel W. O’Leary 
Scott D. Baumer 
Charles J. Eppley 
Edwin W. Trexler 
George W. Rodgers 
Harry F. Raab 
Jerry F. Wilbur 
Harold C. Cox 
Harry E. Trout 
Charles M. Schwartz 
Robert Earl Penrod 
Elliott H. Hollenback 
William C. Frank 
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Clayton T. Harrison 
Bernard A. Blume 

16293 Irwin W. Penrod 
Edward 0. Murray 
Walter M. Thomas 
Henry P. Veil 
Frank E. Thompson 
Wilbur B. Hoddinott. 

Mr. Broun: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

The Witness: The answer is no. 

Q. (By Mr. Broun) Mr. Hough, in so far as you know, 
did any of the persons whose names I read in asking the 
preceding question at any time suggest to or order or 
direct the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee or its Executive 
Committee or any other committee of the Johnstown Citi¬ 
zens’ Committee as such Citizens’ Committee or as such 
Executive Committee or as such Executive Committee or 
as any such other committee, to do or refrain from doing 
anything? A. No, sir. 

Q. In so far as you know, did any of the persons whose 
names I read in asking the next to the last preceding ques¬ 
tion, at any time suggest to or order or direct any member 
or officer or representative of the Johnstown Citi- 

16294 zens’ Committee or of its Executive Committee or 
of any other committee of the Johnstown Citizens’ 

Committee as such member or officer or representative to 
do or refrain from doing anything? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you or in so far as you know did any other repre¬ 
sentative of Bethlehem Steel Company or any representa¬ 
tive of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at any time prior to 
August 26th, 1937 discuss with or mention to Mr. Francis 
C. Martin or Mr. Fulton I. Connor, or any other officer or 
member of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee, any matter 
that in any way related to the question as to the manner in 
which the contributions that were made by Bethlehem Steel 
Company to the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee would or 
should be handled or were handled on the books or in the 
accounts of that committee? A. No, sir. 
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Q. Did any officer or member of the Johnstown Citizens’ 
Committee at any time prior to August 26, 1937 mention 
to you or discuss with you or in so far as you know with 
any other representative of Bethlehem Steel Company or 
any representative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation any 
matter that in any way related to the manner in which the 
contributions that were made by Bethlehem Steel 

16295 Company to the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee 
would or should be handled on to the books or in the 

accounts of that committee? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you, or in so far as you know, did any other rep¬ 
resentative of Bethlehem Steel Company or any repre¬ 
sentative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at any time prior 
to August 26th, 1937 know that the receipt by the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee of moneys which were contributed to it 
by Bethlehem Steel Company had not been shown in the 
books of account of the Johnstown Citizens’ Committee? 
A. No, sir. 

16296 Q. Did you, or in so far as you know did any 
other representative of Bethlehem Steel Company or 

any representative of Bethlehem Steel Corporation at any 
time prior to August 26th, 1937, know that the disburse¬ 
ment of such moneys had not been shown in such books of 
account? A. No, sir. 

Mr. Broun: No further questions, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Any cross-examination? 

Mr. Shawe: I have one or two questions. 

Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Hough, you told us you spoke 
to Reverend Stanton on the telephone on Sunday afternoon, 
June 13th; is that correct? 

Mr. Broun: Now, Mr. Examiner, if the question is whe¬ 
ther Mr. Hough told us that or not, the record will show. 
If Mr. Shawe wants to go again into what was covered on 
cross-examination, I shall object to it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Th,e Witness: I believe that is the evidence. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Where did you call Reverend Stan¬ 
ton on Sunday afternoon? A. From the Upper Franklin 
Gate. 
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Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, that question was ambigu¬ 
ous. Perhaps it could be cleared up. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Perhaps the witness un- 

16297 derstood it to be the place where Mr. Hough was. 

The Witness: Right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose you reframe the ques¬ 
tion. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Where were you when you called 
Reverend Stanton on the telephone on Sunday afternoon, 
June 13th? A. At the watch-box of the Upper Franklin 
Gate. 

Q. Did you call Reverend Stanton on the telephone from 
that watch-box? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Where did you call Reverend Stanton— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase it. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) What telephone number did you 
call when you called Reverend Stanton? 

Mr. Broun: Does Mr. Shawe mean that Mr. Hough 
remembers the number, or does he want to know the num¬ 
ber of what place— 

The Witness: I can tell you that. 5724. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Whose number was that? A. The 
Fort Stanwix Hotel. 

Q. How did you know that Reverend Stanton was in the 
Fort Stanwix Hotel on Sunday afternoon, June 13th? A. 
I had a conversation with Mr. Evans, who told me that 
Reverend Stanton would be there, and he would be 

16298 there also. He expected to be there. 

Q. WTien did you have this conversation with Mr. 
Evans? A. Why, I believe it -was on Saturday, or so. I 
am not positive. 

Q. The Saturday preceding the Sundav, June 13th? A. 
Yes. 

Q. That would be Saturday, June 12th; is that correct? 
A. Correct. 

Q. You say you did not attend any other General Body 
meeting in the month of May other than the meeting held 
on May 27th? A. Correct. 

Q. In so far as you know, was there any other General 
Body meeting held during the month of May, 1937? A. 
Not as far as I know. 
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Q. Mr. Hough, I show you Board’s Exhibit 298 for Iden¬ 
tification and I will ask you to tell me if you have ever seen 
a document similar to this, which contained the same lan¬ 
guage as this document? 

Mr. Broun: I object to this on the ground that it is 
beyond the scope of the direct examination. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well— 

Mr. Broun: And again, we have gone rather fully into 
it this morning, what Mr. Shawe tried to prove by the 
document, and he has only told us his conclusion 

16299 that it has something to do with the case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That, of course, would 
be material when the document is offered, but until it is 
offered the only question is whether this would be going 
beyond the direct examination. In view of the fact that 
Board’s counsel had no objection to your recalling Mr. 
Hough for further direct examination, I think I will permit 
a certain amount of latitude on cross examination, even 
though it was not gone into on this particular direct. 

Mr. Broun: May I ask if Mr. Shawe intends to qualify 
this document with this witness, that he did not qualify 
this morning? 

Mr. Shawe: I asked the question. 

The Witness: I would like— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase it. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Have you ever seen a document 
similar to that document which you have in your hand? Of 
course, Mr. Hough, you realize this is a photostat. I am 
asking you if you ever saw a document which contained 
language similar to this document. 

Mr. Broun: May I note the same objection? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The same objection will be 
noted. 

Mr. Broun: May I have the last question read? 

16300 While I was making objection, Mr. Shawe, I believe, 
stated something further. 

(The last part of the previous question was read as 
follows: 

4 ‘I am asking you if you ever saw a document which 
contained language similar to this document.”) 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I will sustain the objection to 
the form of that question. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Have you ever seen a document 
which contained language identical with any language that 
is in that document before you at the present time? 

Mr. Broun: Mr. Examiner, even that would be objec¬ 
tionable. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Hough, have you ever seen 
a document like that before, making allowance for the fact 
that this is a photostat? 

The Witness: I do not recognize it. 

Mr. Shawe: Nothing further. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Broun, is there anything 
further? 

Mr. Broun: No, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all, Mr. Hough. Thank 
you. 

(Witness excused.) 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, may I have three 

16301 minutes to talk to the witness? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which the 
following proceedings were had:) 

16302 Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Wilson, will you take the stand, please ? 

H. Lee Wilson a witness called by and on behalf of the 
Respondents, being first duly sworn, was examined and 
testified as follows: 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I have called Mr. Wilson 
because I have felt perhaps under some obligation, at least, 
to produce some facts. I think I may have undertaken 
to furnish when I think it was Captain Adams who was on 
the witness stand, of the Police Force, there were some 
questions asked, although I have forgotten how they came 
about, but it may possibly be by counsel for the Board and 
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I don’t think that I have made any actual promise, but I 
did promise myself at least that I would try to get some 
figures into the record for you. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, we wouldn’t want your 
conscience to reproach you, Mr. Moore, so go right ahead. 

Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Will you give your name, please, 
Mr. Wilson? A. H. Lee Wilson. 

16303 Q. Where do you reside, Mr. Wilson? A. On 
Worth Street, the Eighth Ward, the City of Johns- 

town. 

Q. What is your occupation? A. City Engineer. 

Q. How long have you been City Engineer? A. Since 
1920. 

Q. You mean, of course, the City Engineer of the City of 
Johnstown? A. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Moore: Mr. Examiner, I have asked Mr. Wilson 
to produce for us, or have made up for us, a map of the 
city of Johnstown because there is not anything, nothing 
has been available to me except the map which Mr. Wilson 
has prepared for us that is really up to date, and if agree¬ 
able to counsel and to yourself, yourself and counsel, I 
would like to offer this map in evidence that has been pro¬ 
duced for me by Mr. Wilson, and I would be glad to have 
counsel ask any questions regarding that. 

Mr. Rose: Does it show the portions of the plant that 
are within the City limits, Mr. Moore? 

Mr. Moore: It doesn’t show the portions of the plant 
within the City limits, but this, with the map of the 

16304 plant, will show the entire city. 

Mr. Rose: We don’t have any objection to the 
map, I mean, you might just ask the usual qualifying ques¬ 
tions. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Well, this map has been prepared 
by you or under your direction, Mr. Wilson? A. In my 
department, in my office, as the City Engineer, under my 
direction. 

Mr. Rose: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is it up to date? 

The Witness: Yes. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Does it show the condition of 
the city as of the present time? 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There being no objection to the 
document, it may be received in evidence as Respondents’ 
Exhibit 195. 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Respondents’ Exhibit No. 195 in evidence.) 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Will you tell me, please, Mr. Wilson, 
what, as shown on this map, comprises the City of 

16305 Johnstown? A. All the area within the heavy dark 
shaded lines with the exception of Dale Boro, which 

is entirely surrounded by the City and the streets and 
alleys in Dale are only shown by a dotted line, that is shown 
that way to distinguish them from the city streets. 

Q. In other words, this little area here, as I look at it, 
that looks like a pan with a handle to it— A. That’s right. 

Q. Is Dale Boro and is not a part of the City of Johns¬ 
town? A. That is not a part of the City. 

Q. All the rest of the area comprises of or surrounded 
by the heavy line is Johnstown City? A. That’s right. 

Q. Now will you tell me also whether there is any sub¬ 
stantial change in the city as shown on this map and as it 
was when the strike in June at the Cambria Plant among 
the employees of the Cambria Plant here in Johnstown 
took place, that is June, 1937? A. There are no changes 
as far as city line is concerned or as to the location of any 
street. 

Mr. Moore: Now, Mr. Examiner, I asked Mr. Wilson to 
assemble for me and be in a position to testify here as to a 
few facts regarding the City of Johnstown. It will un¬ 
doubtedly be necessary for him to refer to his rec- 

16306 ords, I trust there will be no objection on the part 
of counsel to his so doing. 

Mr. Rose: I don’t think so, that depends on the question, 
of course, I don’t imagine we will have any objection. 

Mr. Moore: Well, there are only a few questions and 
simple facts. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) Mr. Wilson, will you tell me the 
area of the City of Johnstown in square miles? A. 5.76 
square miles. 
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Q. What is the distance around the outer boundary of 
the city? A. 30.98 miles. 

Q. Now does that include the boundary of Dale Boro, 
in other words, does it go right around the part of the city 
which includes Dale Boro? A. It does. 

Q. Perhaps I haven’t made myself clear. What I want 
to know is whether that includes in addition to the boundary | 
around the city also the boundary around Dale Boro? A. 

It does. 

Q. Which, as I believe the record shows, is en- 

16307 tirely within the outer boundary of the city? A. 
That’s right. 

Mr. Bose: Surrounded by the city limits? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think that is quite ac¬ 
curate, Mr. Rose, when you said surrounded by the city 
limits. 

Mr. Rose: No, surrounded by the city boundary. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, it is within the city. 

Mr. Rose: Yes, that’s right. 

Mr. Moore: Perhaps I may ask another question to clear 
it up. 

Q. (By Mr. Moore) If Dale Boro were a part of the 
City of Johnstown then the distance around the boundary, 
the outer boundary of the city, would be less? A. That’s 
right. 

Q. It would be less by the distance around the city, 
around Dale Boro? A. That’s right. 

Q. Could you tell me the number of streets, please, Mr. 
Wilson, in the City of Johnstown? A. 427. 

Q. And will you tell me the number of alleys in the 
city? A. 565. 

Q. Will you tell me the length of the streets in 

16308 the city as distinguished from the alleys? A. 94.2 
miles. 

Q. And the length of the alleys of the city? A. 67.6 
miles. 

Q. Now that makes an aggregate length of the streets 
and alleys, how much? A. 161.8 miles. 

Q. What is the number of the main highways that lead 
into the City from localities outside? A. 46. 

Q. Can you tell me the miles of single track car lines 
in the City? A. 4.68 miles. 
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Q. And the number of miles of double street car lines 
within the City? A. 9.72 miles. 

Q. Am I correct in understanding then that that makes 
24.12 miles of track? A. 24.12 miles. 

Mr. Moore: That’s all. 

Mr. Rose: No questions. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all, Mr. Wilson, thank 
you. 

Mr. Moore: Thank you, Mr. Wilson. 

(Witness excused.) 

16309 Trial Examiner Bloom: Call your next witness. 

. Mr. Ford: Mr. Nokes. 

Thomas J. Nokes a witness called by and on behalf of the 
Respondents, being duly sworn, was examined and testified 
as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Will you give us your full name, 
please, Mr. Nokes? A. Thomas J. Nokes. 

Q. How do you spell your last name? A. N-o-k-e-s. 

Q. Where do you live, Mr. Nokes? A. 1137 Confer 
Avenue, 8th Ward. 

Q. What is your occupation? A. I am secretary-treas¬ 
urer and general manager of the Johnstown Poster Ad¬ 
vertising Company. 

Mr. Rose: Johnstown what? 

(The reporter repeated the last answer as above set 
forth.) 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Were you ever employed by Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company in any capacity, Mr. Nokes? A. 
Bethlehem Steel Company, no, I have been with my pres¬ 
ent organization for twenty odd years. 

Q. Do you recall a strike among the employees of the 
Cambria Plant that took place in June, 1937? A. 

16310 Yes. 

Q. Were you a member of the Citizens’ Commit¬ 
tee? A. No, sir. 

Q. Did you attend any of its meetings? A. No, sir. 

Q. Now I am just going to try to fix a date, Mr. Nokes; 
do you remember the night that a meeting of the Citizens’ 
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Committee was held in the Elks’ Home? A. I remember 
being told afterwards about it. 

Q. Did you see Francis Martin that night at any time? 
A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Do you recall the date? A. That would be about the 
middle of June. 

Q. Would it be about Monday, June 14th, would that be 
about correct? A. If that was the night that they had 
the Citizens’ Committee meeting that would be the date 
then. 

Q. Did you see a Mr. George Brown that night? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. Which one of those two men did you see first? A. 
Mr. George Brown. 

Q. Will you tell us the circumstances, how you happened 
to see Mr. Brown that night? A. I was in bed sleeping, 
and the first thing I know the wife come into the 

16311 bedroom and turned the light on and closely fol¬ 
lowing her into the room was Mr. George Brown, 

and they shook me and wakened me up and asked me to 
get up, or he did, asked me to get up and dress and come 
along with him, that hell was popping in Johnstown, and 
they wanted to get some citizens together to visit with 
the Mayor at the City Hall. 

Q. Well, what time was it when you first saw Mr. Brown? 
A. Approximately one o’clock. 

16312 Q. One o’clock in the morning? A. One o’clock 
in the morning, it was after midnight. 

Q. That was after the Elks Hall meeting of the Citi¬ 
zens’ Committee? A. If— 

Q. That would be if the meeting were held on— A. If 
the meeting was held early in the evening, certainly it was 
after. 

Q. What I mean is, if the meeting was held on Monday, 
June 14th, it was one a.m. on Tuesday, June 15th that you 
saw Mr. Brown? A. Yes, that would be it. 

Q. Well, what did you do after Mr. Brown woke you up? 
Mr. Rose: I object to this, it is incompetent, irrelevant 
and immaterial, what bearing has this on the issues? 

Mr. Ford: Well, I will connect it up. 

Mr. Rose: If this man did see Mr. George Brown— 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, do you say you are going 
to connect it up? 

Mr. Ford: I will connect it up, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, he may answer sub¬ 
ject to a motion to strike. 

The Witness: What was the question, please? 

Mr. Ford: Will you read the question, please? 

16313 (The reporter repeated the pending question, as 
follows: 

“Question: Well, what did you do after Mr. Brown 
woke you up?”) 

The Witness: Well, after he gave me a sales talk on 
the necessity of joining with the representative citizens to 
look into what was going on, I got up and dressed and went 
downstairs where Mr. Martin with them and then left the 
house in Mr. Martin’s car. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Where did you go? A. Went from 
there down to the Valley Pike and Linton Street to Mr. 
George Suppes. 

Q. How do you spell that? A. S-u-p-p-e-s. 

Q. What happened then? A. Where he joined us in the 
car and then we proceeded from there to the Mayor’s office 
in the City Hall. 

Q. Was the Mayor there? A. The Mayor was in his 
office at the time. 

Q. What, if anything, did the Mayor say? A. The 
Mayor greeted us very profusely and expressed apprecia¬ 
tion of us coming out at that late hour and explained more 
or less why he had asked this delegation to come in there. 
I don’t know yet who he had specifically asked, I 

16314 didn’t make even inquiry on that, and he stated— 
how was it—that, well, as he put it, hell was pop¬ 
ping loose, that is practically the words, if I remember 
rightly, and that they were shooting and stabbing and riots, 
etc., and one of his policemen was in the hospital and 
other were injured and that a man was dying in the 
hospital from a pistol wound and that conditions were in 
bad shape, that he was, well, I think the word he used 
was practically numb from long hours. 

I think he told us approximately seventy-odd hours he 
had been without sleep, etc., and that something had to 
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be done and that he didn’t like to, in his own state of 
mind, his tiredness, that he didn’t want to go off half- 
cocked on making any decisions or doing anything es¬ 
pecially and he would appreciate very much what we 
thought of conditions and how best to proceed. 

Q. Was Chief Klink there at that time? A. Chief Klink 
was there part of the time, as I recollect. 

Q. Well, what, if anything, did the Mayor say with refer¬ 
ence to the police force that was available to him? A. Well, 
he cited that there was, he feared, great trouble because his 
police force was small and he had a small number 

16315 of efficient and reliable officers who were being 
worked overtime and also dragging their chins like 

himself under the pressure and that something had to be 
done to give them some relief, they couldn’t be expected 
to bear up under this extraordinary condition and that 
was confirmed by the Chief of Police. 

Q. Were there any suggestions made by anybody present 
as to what should be done under the circumstances? A. 
Yes, sir, the Mayor said that he was confronted with this 
emergency problem and he didn’t know just quite what 
to do or whether to—well, first, I might state that he 
didn’t know what to do because he had come, I think, an 
hour or so previously from some American Legion meet¬ 
ing down on Main Street where he had asked or had been 
consulting with them about an offer, or on a suggestion, 
that the American Legion step in with their members to 
maintain law and order in Johnstown, and as he told us, 
that wasn’t the—that wasn’t quite the thing to do accord¬ 
ing to their rules or regulations or their membership or 
something or other like that, although they could serve 
individually as deputies or special police or something like 
that, but that they weren’t experienced officers and didn’t 
know how to act under emergency conditions. 

He wanted to know what he should do under the cir¬ 
cumstances and the suggestion was made by this 

16316 group, of which I was one, that the natural thing 
for him to do under those cases would be appeal to 

the State Police who were trained men and could be of 
big help to a local police force in the time of emergency 
in the community. 
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Q. Well, now, did he call any State Police official? A. 
Yes, sir, at our suggestion, at first he was reluctant to 
do it because there had been some question in his mind 
as to whether the State Police would cooperate properly 
or not and he was reluctant to do it, but the members 
insisted that the only proper thing to do, that he was the 
representative of this city, our Mayor, and that we, as 
citizens, felt that it was no more than right that we should 
in an orderly manner appeal to the constituted authorities 
for protection and break up this trouble that he said his 
own police couldn’t cope with and especially to protect his 
officers. 

He dwelt a great deal on that, so we asked him to 
call the head of the State Police, Major Adams. 

Q. Did he put a call through to Major Adams? A. He 
called Major Adams at Ebensburg, as I recollect. 

Q. Did you hear that conversation? A. I overheard him 
talking to someone on the other line which I took for 
Major Adams, and when he finished his conversation he 
told us it was Major Adams and he addressed him 
16317 as “Major” during the course of the conversation 
and he appealed to him, described the condition, he 
says almost the same words I said before, that things were 
popping loose in the community, that is, police were being 
beaten up and stabbed and that there had been shooting 
and that a man was about to die from pistol wounds and 
that he had been on duty these number of hours and that 
his police were fagged out, etc., and that there really 
should be some help extended to this community under 
those trying conditions. 

Q. Did he report anything that Major Adams had said 
to him? A. And when he finished his conversation, he 
turned to us and told us that the Major said that he could 
not act unless he had authority from the Governor of the 
State. 

Q. Well, what happened after that statement was made? 
A. Well, then the question came up about the calling of 
the Governor and the same thing came up when, in view 
of the Governor’s record in the use of State Police, whether 
it would be worthwhile even to call him, but the com¬ 
mittee took the same stand, that he was our constituted 
representative, Governor of the State, and Commonwealth, 
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and that he should be extended the proper approach and 
asked by our City representative to send his State Police 
in here and the Mayor then put a call in for the Governor. 
Q. Do you know whether he reached the Governor? 

16318 A. And he reached the Governor after some time, 
if I recollect, he said he reached him at Hershey, 

he wasn’t at home. 

Q. And did he have the conversation? A. So he told 
the Governor practically the same thing he told Major 
Adams and stated that he felt that he could do all that 
might be done here, but that it would be impossible to 
have the State Police in here, it might be advisable, and 
Major Adams told him, from Ebensburg, that he would 
not act until he had orders from the Governor and the 
Governor said, 44 Well, I will call Major Adams.” 

Q. What happened, if anything, after the Mayor’s con¬ 
versation with the Governor? A. Well, there was a gen¬ 
eral discussion as to the condition in the community and 
we listened to the Mayor’s reports on what he had en¬ 
countered to date and crossed experiences back and forth 
and deplored the condition, and the gist of it was that 
Johnstown was in a pretty bad way, that here we were 
with bank closings and depression of seven years and floods 
and all, in fact, even under the tragic conditions there 
was quite a laugh in the sporting vernacular, I recall I 
said, “Well, I am punch drunk after all of it”, and 
then this comes along and that something really 

16319 ought to be done to protect the people who had suf¬ 
fered so much loss and the people themselves who 

were just starting to get their bills paid up. 

The discussion was along that line. 

Q. What time did the meeting break up? A. The meet¬ 
ing broke up after three o’clock some time. 

Q. Three o’clock in the morning? A. Three o’clock in 
the morning, because I know I didn’t get home till nearly 
four and I almost went directly home. 

Mr. Ford: I have no further questions. 

Mr. Rose: I move to strike, Mr. Examiner, as im¬ 
material, irrelevant and incompetent, I don’t see what bear¬ 
ing this story, this testimony, has on the issues in the case. 

Mr. Ford: It is part of the story, Mr. Examiner, of 
the conditions here in Johnstown during the strike. This 
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meeting was attended by Mr. Martin, chairman of the 
Citizens’ Committee. It shows what efforts were made to 
maintain law and order in the city. 

Mr. Rose: It doesn’t seem to me— 

Mr. Ford: At an early date in the strike. It has al¬ 
ready been referred to in the record. 

Mr. Rose: It doesn’t seem to be connected with any¬ 
thing, Mr. Examiner, it doesn’t seem to be a meeting of 
the Citizens’ Committee. Does that mean that every 
time— 

16320 Mr. Ford: We didn’t say that. 

Mr. Rose: Does that mean every time two or 
three people got together during that period and spoke 
about something, it is material? 

Mr. Ford: It was a meeting intended by the Mayor of 
the city, the Chief of Police, it was called by the Mayor 
of the city and attended by representative citizens includ¬ 
ing Mr. Martin, who was chairman of the Citizens’ Com¬ 
mittee. It seems to me it is certainly part of the story 
of the efforts to maintain law and order in Johnstown 
during the strike. 

Mr. Rose: I don’t see how it has any bearing at all 
on the issues, Mr. Examiner. 

Mr. Ford: I am sorry, I can’t hear what you say. 

Mr. Rose: I say, I don’t see that it has any bearing 
at all upon the issues. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Motion to strike denied. Any 
cross? 

Mr. Rose: I have one or two questions. 
Cross-Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) At that meeting, Mr. Nokes, did the 
Mayor say that the American Legion had refused to permit 
its members, as members, of the American Legion, to be 
sworn in as special police? 

Mr. Ford: What does that question mean? 

16321 Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: How is that again, please? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read the question. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 
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The Witness: Not just that way, he said that the 
American Legion itself could or would not act as officers 
to maintain law and order. 

Q. (By Mr. Rose) He said that the American Legion 
would not act as officers? A. Yes, the suggestion had been 
made, as I understood, that the American Legion was going 
to jump in and maintain law and order but they couldn’t 
do that or wouldn’t do it. 

Q. 1 see. A. And the only redress he had was to get 
them individually and line them up as special police. 

Mr. Rose: No further questions. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Ford: No further questions. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all, Mr. Nokes, thank 
you. 

(Witness excused.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Call your next witness, please. 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Williams. 

16322 Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you want this on the 
record? 

Mr. Ford: Yes, on the record, please. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Examiner, I want to recall Mr. Williams 
to ask him a few questions about a subject that we had 
considered would be stipulated but we have encountered 
practical difficulties in doing it, and I refer to the amend¬ 
ments of the Plan of Representation. 

There are certain minutes of various meetings held under 
the Plan that we can probably stipulate without any diffi¬ 
culty, but there is some testimony that will be very brief, 
I think. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It won’t take long? 

Mr. Ford: It won’t take very long, no. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Any objection? 

Mr. Ford: And I would like to have the opportunity 
to examine Mr. Williams about it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Any objection? 

Mr. Rose: As I understand it, this is for the purpose 
of qualifying some minutes? 

Mr. Ford: No, I had hoped that it wouldn’t be necessary 
to do that. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I understand this has to do 
with the amendments about which there was some 

16323 misapprehension as to whether there would be a 
stipulation. 

Mr. Ford: That is true, and I don’t think that it vrould 
be practicable to try to stipulate the particular part that he 
is going to testify about. In other words, the minutes, 
the qualification of the minutes, may very ’well be stipu¬ 
lated but this is testimony as to matter not covered by the 
minutes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, all right, if counsel have 
no objection. 

Mr. Rose: No objection. 

Clare H. Williams recalled as a witness by and on behalf 
of the Respondents, being previously duly sworn, testified 
further as follows: 

Direct Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Williams, do you recall the 
amendments that were made in the Plan of Representation 
at the Cambria Plant in 1937? A. Yes, sir, I do. 

Q. Prior to the time that the Plan was amended, was 
there any discussion in any of the General Body meet¬ 
ings about amending the Plan? A. Yes, sir, there was. 

Q. At what meeting was that? A. The meeting of the 
month of September. 

16324 Q. 1935? A. 1935. Mr. Vickroy— 

Q. Who is Mr. Vickroy, who was he at that time? 
A. Chairman of the General Body. 

Q. And what office did you hold in the Plan at that time? 
A. I was chairman of the committee, employees’ com¬ 
mittee on Rules and the Joint No. 1 Committee. 

Q. That is the Joint Committee on Rules? A. That 
is correct. 

Q. Now, by the Employees’ Committee, you refer to the 
No. 1 Standing Committee? A. Standing Committee, 
that’s right. 

Q. And did Mr. Vickroy make a statement with reference 
to the amendments at that meeting? A. Yes, sir, he did. 
Mr. Vickroy stated that he had been requested by a num¬ 
ber of representatives from time to time in regards to 
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the amending of the Plan and that he was, as chairman 
of the General Body, was practically helpless at this time 
because of some amendments that had been talked about 
and rules that had been made governing the General Body 
and no amendments had been placed in the book, and he 
also stated that the supply of by-law books, by that I mean 
Plan Employees’ Representation books at the Cambria 
Plant, was exhausted and that several of the representa¬ 
tives were without copies. 

16325 He stated the method under the Plan of amending, 
of amendments, and— 

Q. Now, what did he say as to how the Plan was amended 
at that time? A. He said that the procedure for amend¬ 
ing was through the Joint Committee on Rules and he 
hoped that the General Body would consider it and recom¬ 
mend to the No. 1 Standing Committee to study and re¬ 
vise the book. By that I mean the Plan Book, and 
before it would be turned over for action of the Joint 
Committee on Rules, that it would be brought back to the 
General Bodv for their consideration and recommenda- 

%r 

tions. 

Mr. Davies said— 

Q. Who is Mr. Davies? A. Mr. Davies is an Employees’ 
Representative at that meeting. 

Q. How do you spell his name? A. D-a-v-i-e-s. 

Q. "VVhat’s his first name? A. Thomas. 

Q. What, if anything, did he say? A. He said he didn’t 
see what the hell the Joint Committee had to do with amend¬ 
ing the by-laws. 

16326 Q. Did he say why? A. Yes. He stated that the 
Joint Committee on Rules had five representatives 

of management on there. 

Q. Well now, on that day did the Plan require that 
all amendments be approved by the Joint Committee on 
Rules? A. Yes. Yes, sir. A motion was then passed by 
the General Body, approved—or approved and passed, 1 
meant to say—authorizing the No. 1 Standing Committee 
to study, and the amending of the Plan. 

Q. Now, did you see Mr. Evans after that meeting? A. 
Yes, sir. 

Q. Were you alone or was someone with you? A. No, 
sir. Mr. Vickroy, Chairman of the General Body and my- 
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self, after adjournment of the General Body meeting, that 
was, we went into Mr. Evans’ office and we notified Mr. 
Evans of the action of the General Body, and it was late. 
Those meetings usually lasted to pretty close to supper 
time, and we made arrangements to meet Mr. Evans the 
following morning. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, may we have what was said? 
Q. (By Mr. Ford) Well, what was said? A. We notified 
Mr. Evans of the motion that had passed at the 

16327 General Body assigning to my committee—by that I 
mean the No. 1 Standing Committee which I was 

chairman of—to study the by-laws and to make amend¬ 
ments, recommended amendments, and that—attention was 
called to the fact that it was rather late to get together 
and talk about it, and the next morning was suggested 
as the time. That is the substance of what was said at 
that meeting. 

Q. Did you see Mr. Evans the next day? A. The next 
morning Mr. Vickroy and myself met with Mr. Evans and 
we talked about the amending of the Plan and suggested the 
ideas of the different amendments that we had in mind. 

Q. Well now, could you be a little more specific about 
that, Mr. Williams? A. Yes. We talked about—under 
the old plan there was one employees’ representative 
elected for every 300 men, and we had heard that at Beth¬ 
lehem, Pa. There was one for every 200. We told Mr. 
Evans that we felt that we should amend our Plan to read 
one representative for every 200; that that would help a 
representative. He could do a better job. 

We also talked about giving the General Body the power 
of conducting their own procedure. Under the old Plan 
the procedure was in the hands of the Joint Committee 
on Rules, and we stated that we felt that the Gen- 

16328 eral Body should have the power to set their own 
rules or procedure up, and we also talked about the 

General Body having the power to recommend the recall, 
recalling of a representative, an employees’ representative, 
who had failed to function in his duties of office. 

Q. Well, did Mr. Evans say anything about the commit¬ 
tees? A. Yes. Mr. Evans asked us how we felt about 
the committees, if it was our feeling that there was too 
many committees, and we might want to assign less com- 
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mittees more duties. We thought the set-up falling on the 
committees was perfectly satisfactory, and the section that 
provided for the appointment of the management’s rep¬ 
resentatives on the Joint Committees was talked about, and 
we told Mr. Evans that we felt that that concerned the 
company, and he should recommend any amending of that 
section that he felt was necessary. 

Q. And what, if anything, did he say to that? A. Well, 
he agreed that that was correct, and he agreed to do it. 

Q. Was anything said with reference to the time of hold¬ 
ing general body meetings ? A. Yes. 

Q. What was said along that line? A. The by-laws that 
time called for the meetings to be held between the 

16329 hours of 3 and 5, and the General Body had the meet¬ 
ing through agreement at 2:30, and it was the feel¬ 
ing that that was too late in the day to start the General 
Body meetings, and that we move the time up to, say, 
2 o’clock, and that we also amend the Plan for the—to 
read in different hours of meetings. 

Q. That is, the General Body? A. And the commit¬ 
tees too. 

Q. And the committees ? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Well, was there anything said about preparing a draft 
of the amended Plan? A. Yes. We talked about the pre¬ 
paring of a draft along the lines that we had been talking 
about so as to be able to present that to the members of 
the committee because I had talked to members of the 
committee from time to time and we felt that to get to¬ 
gether and just begin to jamble would take longer— 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, may we have what was said, 
please? 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Are you telling us what was said, 
Mr. Williams? A. That is what I am attempting to do. 

Mr. Shawe: Tell us who said it. 

Mr. Ford: He said, the members of the Committee. 

The Witness: There was Mr. Vickroy and Mr. 

16330 Evans and myself at this meeting. 

Q. Mr. Sidney Evans? A. Mr. Sidney Evans, that 
is true. We talked about preparing a draft, the three of 
us. It was suggested by myself, as to preparing a draft. 
I had talked to the members of the committee about amend¬ 
ing the Plan, and just what we would do and how we would 
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go about it, and we felt a draft was the proper thing be¬ 
cause, to sit down to a meeting and everybody just jamble 
the different ideas, it would take just so much longer to 
get to the form, and we could get it done quicker. That 
was the feeling of the committee. We explained it to Mr. 
Evans that we would like him to prepare a draft along 
the lines we had been talking about, the amendments we 
had been talking about. I asked him to prepare enough 
copies so when I had the committee togther each one of 
the committee would have a copy of the draft, and he 
agreed to do this, and I—Mr. Evans said—asked me how 
many copies I thought we would need, and I told him at 
the time I thought we would need at least six. 

Q. Well,— A. And it was agreed that he was to talk 
to myself and Mr. Vickroy, chairman of the General Body, 
during the drafting of this amendment—these amendments. 

Q. Well, was there a meeting held of the No. 1 

16331 Standing Committee? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. 'When was that held ? A. The first meeting was 
held October 10th. 

Q. And there w’as another one? A. Yes, there was two 
held. 

Q. On what date was that? A. That was on October 
14th, 1935. 

Q. Both 1935? A. Both 1935, the month of October. 

Q. Did you have any draft of Plan at the first Standing 
Committee meeting? A. No, we did not. I requested the 
meeting. At that time a chairman of the committee would 
ask the chairman of the General Body for permission to 
hold these special meetings, and I asked Mr. Vickroy, and 
he said it was agreable with him, so I had called the com¬ 
mittee together—that is, the Standing Committee—and I 
had notations of my conversation with Mr. Evans, Mr. 
Vickroy and myself. The recommendation we had sug¬ 
gested in drafting this amended plan—they -were read to 
the members of the committee who were familiar, I would 
say, before the meeting with them; and the general dis¬ 
cussion w r as entered with regards to whether we had 
covered everything or not, and then Mr. Evans was 

16332 invited to attend the meeting and the committee ex¬ 
pressed the feeling that they were satisfied with the 

way the plans had been laid to proceed with drafting the 
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amendments, and stated that it was their wish that Mr. 
Evans cooperate with the chairman of the General Body 
and myself in preparing this draft. 

Q. Now, at the second meeting of the Standing Commit¬ 
tee, the meeting of the 14th, did the—was there a draft 
available at that meeting, a draft of the amended Plan ? A. 
Yes. There was typewritten copies like that (indicating). 

Q. Who supplied those? A. Mr. Evans. 

Q. Was there anything done with reference to that draft 
at that meeting? A. Anything done with reference to that 
draft at that meeting—I don’t understand the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase it. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Before the meeting of the 14th, had 
you seen that draft? A. Yes, sir. Yes, sir, I met fre¬ 
quently with Mr. Evans while the draft was being prepared. 
It wasn’t all prepared at one time, there may be one sec¬ 
tion or three sections at the time I was up there, and I 
would go over that with Mr. Evans, paragraph by para¬ 
graph— 

Mr. Shawe: If I may interrupt, may we have the 
16333 conversation. I have let the witness go ahead and 
give his conclusions and opinions, but I submit we 
ought to have these conversations. 

Mr. Ford: It seems to me that there were two men 
working on the draft— 

Mr. Shawe: Who prepared the draft? 

Mr. Ford: He testified that Mr. Evans prepared the 
draft. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford, I am wondering if it 
might not be well if you have a copy of the Plan before 
it was amended— 

Mr. Moore: It is in evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think there is one in 
evidence. 

Mr. Shawe: I will be glad to furnish counsel with a 
copy of the Plan before it was amended. 

Mr. Ford: I don’t know just what you mean by amended. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We are talking about amending 
something. We will want the finished product, so we will 
know’ where we started from. 

Mr. Ford: I don’t see any point in taking up the Plan 
and going through it word by word. We will be here 
through July if we do that. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: That is an alarming thought. 
Go ahead this way. 

16334 Mr. Ford: It might be well enough, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, just to put in a copy of the old Plan, and it 

might be compared against the new one. That seems to me 
all that is necessary. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I did not mean to take the old 
Plan and take it inch by inch and show the transition to 
the present Plan. 

Mr. Ford: May I have this marked? 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Respondents’ Exhibit 196 for Identification.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford: Just a minute, Mr. Examiner—Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, the booklet which I have which the reporter has 
marked as Respondents’ Exhibit 196 for Identification pur¬ 
ports to be a copy of the Plan dated May 1, 1923. I under¬ 
stand that there were a number of amendments made in the 
Plan after that date which are not shown in the booklet, 
so I do not know of what value it will be to put it in 
evidence. That is, between the date appearing on the 
cover of the Plan and the time that the Plan was amended 
in 1935. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, wouldn’t the Plan have 
a record of the amendments? 

Mr. Ford: Well, I haven’t had an opportunity to de¬ 
termine just what they w T ere. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I would assume that there 

16335 would be— 

Mr. Ford: Undoubtedly. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: —in existence a plan somewhat 
similar to Respondents’ Exhibit 177 which has attached 
to it some amendements, and I assume the earlier plan 
would have some amendments attached. 

Mr. Moore: May I request this? Mr. Ford was not here 
when I spoke before. You remember I said that there 
were some amendments—we had not been able to examine 
the minutes from 1923 down through, but we did part of it, 
so we could easily complete that, and we will have the 
record of the amendments to 1935. Mr. Ford was start¬ 
ing with 1935 with the idea of keeping on with our work, 
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and perhaps tomorrow or in a day or two to pick it up 
from that point. For that to go in now is rather meaning¬ 
less. 

16336 Trial Examiner Bloom: Your idea, Mr. Moore, 
was to put in the early Plan at the time you put 

in the amendments to bring it up to 1935? 

Mr. Moore: Yes. I think we owe you an apology for 
going about it in this way, but we were not ready on the 
other, and did not want you to adjourn. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, all right. Just forget 
that I said anything. 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Reporter, have you the last question 
and answer? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Before you go ahead, do you 
wish to withdraw at this time the document you have 
marked as Respondents’ Exhibit 196 for Identification? 
Mr. Ford: I think so. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Suppose you withdraw it, and 
the record will show that the document marked will not be 
marked. 

Mr. Shawe: I would prefer to have it in the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The record will show the docu¬ 
ment is not going to be offered. 

Mr. Moore: That is, at the present time? 

Mr. Shawe: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

16337 Mr. Ford: Well, now, Mr. Reporter, will you give 
me the last question and answer? 

(The reporter read the last question and answer as above 
set forth.) 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Well, coming to the meeting of the 
Standing Rules Committee on the 14th, Mr. Williams, as I 
understand it, there were copies of the draft available at 
that meeting, were there? A. That is correct, sir. The 
members of the committee were furnished with the copies of 
the draft. 

Q. Who furnished the committee with the copies of the 
draft? A. Mr. Evans. 
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Q. What was done at that meeting ? A. That is the meet¬ 
ing Mr. Vickrov, Chairman of the General Body and Mr. 
Dudash, Secretary of the General Body, was invited to 
attend the meeting, and Mr. Evans was requested to attend 
the meeting. 

The secretary of the committee read the draft paragraph 
by paragraph from beginning to end and questions were 
asked during the reading of the paragraphs, and a lot of 
questions here and there. After it had been read a motion 
was made and passed approving the amended Plan and also 
requesting that Mr. Evans have enough mimeographed 
copies made to supply every member of the General 

16338 Body. He agreed to do this. 

At that meeting I asked Mr. Vickrov, chairman of 
the General Body, for a special meeting of the General Body 
It was decided to call a General Body meeting on October 
17,1935. 

Q. Now, Mr. Williams, did the committee, that is, the 
Standing Committee, at the October 14th meeting, make 
any changes in the draft which Mr. Evans supplied? A. 
Not that I recall; no, sir. 

Q. Did you personally approve of the provisions in the 
draft at that meeting, Mr. Williams? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to that, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: I certainly did. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) How about the other members of the 
Standing Committee? A. They did. 

Q. Was there a General Body meeting held on the 17th 
of October? A. There was. 

Q. Were you present at that meeting? A. I was, sir. 
Q. Was that a regular or a special meeting? A. That 
was a special meeting. 

16339 Q. What is that? A. That was a special meet¬ 
ing called for the purpose of presenting the amended 

Plan to the General Body for their consideration and recom¬ 
mendations. 

Q. Were the members of the General Body at that meet¬ 
ing supplied with copies of the draft that had been ap¬ 
proved bv the Standing Committee meetings? A. Yes, sir. 
Every member had a mimeographed copy of the draft. 
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Q. Well, tell us just in a general way just wliat trans¬ 
pired at that meeting of the General Body? A. The meet¬ 
ing was called to order and the chairman, Mr. Vickroy, 
announced that the meeting had been requested by the No. 
1 Standing Committee, and turned the meeting over to the 
committee. 

It was agreed that Arthur Rose would read the amended 
Plan from beginning to end without any interruptions. 
Then we would go back and Mr. Rose would again read it 
section by section to the General Body, and at that time 
there was a motion made and seconded and passed that 
the General Body take action, section by section, at a 
time—pass one section before they went into the two sec¬ 
tion, and so on—pass the one section before the two sec¬ 
tion. 

Q. Was there any discussion about the sections as they 
were read? A. Nothing in—well, yes. Mr. Betz, 
16340 Mr. Frank Betz raised a question under procedure 
for adjustments, the section on procedure for ad¬ 
justments, and offered a suggestion that the first paragraph 
be changed to read to make it compulsory that an em¬ 
ployees’ representative only handle cases in his own dis¬ 
trict—I mean, the w r ay they were grouped—the district he 
represented— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The voting division? 

The Witness: That’s right, the voting division; and 
that with that one exception, the General Body adopted 
the draft and recommended it to the No. 1 Joint Com¬ 
mittee for final action. The members of the No. 1 Com¬ 
mittee after the General Body meeting—we got together 
in the hall there and talked about the question Mr. Betz 
had brought up, and we arrived to a decision that that was 
not the best thing to do, so as chairman of the committee, 
I was to see Mr. Betz and talk it over with him. 

I got in touch with Mr. Betz and told him the committee 
did not feel that that was an advisable change to make, 
and that a question of that nature should not be a provi¬ 
sion in the Plan; that all it took to handle that would 
be a rule by the General Body, and that maybe in the 
March election that every member of the General Body 
would be defeated and all new members would come in, and 
they would not want it that way, so we should have 
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16341 a rule that would be flexible so the incoming body, 
coming in—and Mr. Betz said he agreed with the 

opinion of the committee, and would be willing to withdraw 
his suggestion, and told me at that time the reason for 
doing it was that one of the representatives, one in his 
department, had stirred up a little rumpus -without saying 
anything to him, and he got hold of it second-handed, and 
was a little mad at the time. 

I asked Mr. Betz if he would come along with me to 
see Mr. Evans, management’s representative, and tell Mr. 
Evans the same as he had told me, that he had agreed for 
the committee to present it, that is, the Standing Commit¬ 
tee to present it to the committee for final action, as read, 
withdrawing his suggestion. He said he would, -which he 
did. He came up to see Mr. Evans, and Mr. Betz told 
Mr. Evans that he was of the same opinion as the No. 1 
Standing Committee, that the rule would cover that, and 
we should not change that particular paragraph; and he 
accepted the Plan as read, and withdrew his suggestion. 
I was chairman of the— 

Mr. Shawe: May we have the entire conversation that 
took place in Mr. Evans’ office? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What did you tell Mr. Evans? 

The Witness: I told Mr. Evans I had talked to Mr. Betz 
about the suggestion he had made in regards to the 

16342 paragraph in question, and Mr. Betz had agreed that 
the committee was correct, and withdrew his sug¬ 
gestion, and that I had asked him to come up here and tell 
him so that he would know, as far as the management’s rep¬ 
resentatives were concerned, that when we presented the 
Plan to the Joint Committee that Mr. Betz’s suggestion had 
been considered and agreed upon. 

Mr. Shawe: And what did Mr. Evans say? 

The Witness: Mr. Evans said it was perfectly all right 
with him. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Williams, was there a meeting 
held of the Joint Committee? A. Yes. I was chairman of 
the Joint Committee. I called a meeting on October 22nd. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a discussion was held off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. Nine o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 8121 


Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, will you instruct the witness, 
please ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You know that. 

The Witness: Yes, sir. 

(Whereupon, at 10:00 o’clock p.m., April 21, 1938, an 
adjournment was taken to 9:00 o’clock a.m., April 22,1938.) 
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16348 Proceedings 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The hearing will please come 
to order. Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, before we begin this morn¬ 
ing, may I make a brief statement? You recall on yester¬ 
day I attempted to qualify Board’s Exhibit 299 for Iden¬ 
tification through Mr. Ellicott, which document was a pho¬ 
tostat, and as I explained at that time, the photostat was 
incomplete. 

Since yesterday I have acquired the original document 
from the Library of Congress and I promised to return the 
document as soon as possible, and I w’ould like to have Mr. 
Moore satisfy himself as to its authenticity and ask leave 
to substitute a photostat in lieu of the document, if and 
when it is accepted in evidence. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know anything about it, I haven’t 
any way of satisfying myself as to its authenticity, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer, no counsel has. He has the same avenues open to 
him that I have. I know nothing about the distribution. 
The fact that a document is in the Library of Congress 
doesn’t concern us, as far as I can see, or make the par¬ 
ticular document proof in this case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I did not understand Mr. Shawe 
to say that the fact that it came from the Library of Con¬ 
gress made it competent. The photostat of that, or 

16349 part of it, was discussed yesterday, and at that time 
you will recall that Mr. Shawe asked that you make 

an effort to determine whether or not the document was au¬ 
thentic and, as I understand it— 

Mr. Moore: Excuse me— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As I understand it, Mr. Shawe’s 
present request is directed toward the original document 
which he has procured from the Library of Congress. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t think I am called upon to undertake 
to qualify here a document which I regard as irrelevant, im¬ 
material and incompetent. I did take the Bethlehem Re¬ 
view, March, 1937, or ’38, rather. I have no objection to it 
going into evidence, if there is any competency. I don’t 
see it. It goes back to 1918 or 1919, I think this letter was, 
and to ask me to qualify that document or admit it in evi¬ 
dence, I am not going to do it, because I don’t see the rele- 
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vancy and I don’t see any reason why I should bother my¬ 
self to lumber up the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, is your objection to mak¬ 
ing an effort, Mr. Moore, based on the fact that the docu¬ 
ment goes back to 1918 and, therefore, documents that old 
have no relevancy in the proceedings? 

Mr. Moore: Well, my objection is that there is nothing 
shown, I don’t know what the distribution, if any, 

16350 was. I know nothing about it. I don’t feel called 
upon to undertake to chase about and come in here 

and make statements with reference to documents which I 
regard as entirely irrelevant and no proper place in the 
case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Frankly, I haven’t examined the 
document, but if the position is, and is going to be, that be¬ 
cause it goes back to 1918, that it has no place in the record, 
you understand that that also may apply to certain of the 
evidence that I understand you wanted to put in with refer¬ 
ence to the institution of the Plan and as I would gather 
from a brief examination of this document and the photo¬ 
stat of yesterday, this has to do with the initiation of the 
Plan in 1918. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t know, I haven’t examined the docu¬ 
ment, I don’t know anything about it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, there is your answer, Mr. 
Shawe. Mr. Ford? 

Clare H. Williams resumed the stand as a witness by and 
on behalf of the Respondents, and having been previously 
sworn, testified further as follows: 

Direct Examination (Continued) 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Williams, I want to go back to 
the General Body meeting of October 17th, and go into that 
a little more fully. 

16351 Trial Examiner Bloom: 1935, Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Ford: 1935, that’s right. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) I believe you said last night at that 
meeting the representatives were supplied with mimeo¬ 
graphed copies of the draft of the amended Plan. A. Yes, 
sir. 
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16352 Q. I also understand that the draft was read 
through in its entirety and then read paragraph by 

paragraph and discussed and acted upon in that way, is that 
correct ? A. Acted upon by sections. 

Q. By sections? A. That’s right. 

Q. Now starting with the first section of the draft, could 
vou tell us what vou recall of any discussion that was had 
with respect to that? 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, as I recall that question was 
asked last evening and answered last evening. The witness 
told us there was no discussion. 

Mr. Ford: May I see the record, please, Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. Objection sus¬ 
tained. 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Examiner, there is no testimony there 
wasn’t any discussion about that first article. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There is nothing pending, Mr. 
Ford. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Williams, did you intend to tes¬ 
tify last night that there was no discussion at all 

16353 except for this discussion of— 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the form of the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) —concerning Mr. Betz appointment? 

Mr. Shawe: I object to the form of the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will sustain the objection to 
the form of the question, Mr. Ford, the witness has testi¬ 
fied— 

Mr. Ford: Well, he has not, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I beg to differ with you, Mr. 
Ford, I think he has. 

Mr. Ford: If that is the interpretation that is put on 
the testimony by the Examiner, I would like to have an 
opportunity to clear it up, and I think the witness is entitled 
to testify as to what actually happened. If that is the in¬ 
terpretation certainly we should have a right to correct it, 
the impression that he created. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I, frankly, don’t know what 
more you can ask the witness. He was asked the question, 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 8125 


“Was there any discussion about the sections as they were 
read,” then he gave a rather detailed answer as to what 
was read about the sections. 

Mr. Ford: I don’t see anything in there that says that 
that was the entire discussion, Mr. Examiner, that is my 
point, and if that is the interpretation that the Examiner 
puts upon it I would like to have an opportunity 

16354 to clear it up. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t know what you 
can clear up, the man has told us that they had a discus¬ 
sion about a certain paragraph and he said that with that 
one exception the General Body adopted the draft and rec¬ 
ommended it to- No. 1 Joint Committee for final action. 

Mr. Ford: Well, that relates to the action taken by the 
General Body, as I understand it, they adopted the draft 
with that exception. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, the question was asked, 
“Was there any discussion?” And the witness gave us 
an answer. 

Mr. Ford: That wasn’t the answer that the witness gave. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Go ahead, it will probably take 
less time to straighten it out. Was there any discussion 
about it? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you want to change the an¬ 
swer you gave last evening? 

The Witness: Yes, if I said discussion, I meant with 
one exception—in other words, one recommendation—then 
I went on to tell about the paragraph. If I said, “discus¬ 
sion,” I am wrong, I misunderstood you. 

16355 Q. (By Mr. Ford) All right now, take the first 
article of the draft, we will start there; do you recall 

what the first article of the draft concerned? A. Princi¬ 
ples of representation. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford, I make the same sug¬ 
gestion now that I made last evening. If you are going to 
have him discuss detailed matters having to- do with the 
Plan, I think you might show him some sort of document. 
This happened, you know, back in 1935. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Williams, I show you Board’s 
Exhibit 8 and ask you to refer to this in answering the 
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series of questions I am going to ask you, if you wish to re¬ 
fer to it. Do you recall any discussion about the article of 
the draft concerning principles of representation? A. No, 
I do not. 

16356 Q. Well, I think I confused you, Mr. Williams. As 
I understand it you do not recall any discussion 

about the portion of the draft relating to principles of rep¬ 
resentation? A. That is correct; principles of representa¬ 
tion. 

Q. That is now the first two paragraphs of Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit 8? A. That is right. 

Q. Now, going to Article 1— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Section 1. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Or Section 1, do you recall any dis¬ 
cussion had with respect to that section? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is on page 2, Mr. Wil¬ 
liams. 

The Witness: No, not that I can recall. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Was there a representative in the 
General Body at that time by the name of Mr. Cruikshank? 
A. Yes, Albert Cruikshank. 

Q. Do you recall whether or not he said anything with 
reference to situations involving the representatives elected 
from the Blast Furnace Department? A. Yes, he did. 

Q. Do you remember what that statement was? 

16357 A. Yes. He raised a question in regards to the 
grouping, as having the Franklin Blast Furnace a 

separate unit from the floor blast furnaces. I think I an¬ 
swered him by explaining to him that that would be en¬ 
tirely in the hands of the employees’ Committee on Rules 
under the amendments, and I think I told him that since 
there was only 200 employees against the 300 we had, that 
what he was speaking of would be taken care of. That is as 
much as I can remember of it. 

Q. Do you recall whether or not there was any discussion 
with respect to Section II, the terms of employees’ repre¬ 
sentatives? A. Yes. I think it was a Mr. Weaver raised 
a question as to a representative being elected for a term 
of two years instead of one. He said he thought that that 
would be a better idea, that a representative could function 
the second year, with one year’s experience, which might 
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be of help to him. I am not sure just who it was; somebody 
else got up and agreed with Mr. Weaver’s remarks, and 
then a Mr. Geis—Alan Geis, I believe, was his first name, 
got up and spoke in behalf of the one year. It was his feel¬ 
ing—he stated it was his feeling that one year, as it is stated 
here, one year was better than two years. He felt the more 
employees elected employees’ representatives, the 

16358 better it was to have more men acquainted with the 
workings of the Plan. Then I stated that the reason 

for the committee deciding on one year—or when they 
talked it over—was, we felt the one year was the best; that 
any employees’ representative who had done his job in a 
half decent manner would be returned. If he done his job 
the men would elect him again, and if he did not they would 
get him out; and then a Mr. Betz stated that he agreed with 
the committee, and he felt that one year was the best for 
a term, and stated that if a group of men wanted to return a 
representative, he would be elected again at the next year. 

He did not think we should change it to two years. I 
think that was all of the discussion. It was then—that is, 
on that particular point. 

Q. How about the next? A. I am coming to that now. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that Section III, Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Ford: I mean, Section III, qualification of employ¬ 
ees’ representatives. 

The Witness: Mr. Mitchell, I believe, raised the question 
in regards to an employee being on the payroll sixty days 
before he was eligible to vote, and stated that he felt 

16359 that that should not be; that when a man is hired he 
immediately becomes an employee. He asked if it 

was not better to permit them to vote immediately rather 
than a 60-dav clause. 

I answered Mr. Mitchell by telling him that the committee 
felt that the 60 days was a good idea, and that if he would 
refer to the elections outside—by that, I mean municipal 
elections—he would recall that a voter must be in the dis¬ 
trict so long before he is elig ble to vote, and I also stated 
that a new man employed in the plant was really not given 
a fair opportunity to get acquainted with his representa¬ 
tives and the functionings of the Plan, to acquaint him with 
the facts, and that the Committee felt that that 60-day 
clause should remain. 
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16360 Q. (By Mr. Ford) Well, was there anything said 
with reference to the effect of the change on that 

clause on the conduct of elections? A. I beg your pardon? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read it, Mr. Reporter. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Strike the question. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Do you recall whether there was any¬ 
thing said with reference to the effect of doing away with 
the sixty-day requirement on the conduct of elections? A. 
Then Mr. Davies got up and stated that if it were over this 
sixty-day clause, that the company could go out and hire 
enough men to bring in the plant and elect representatives 
of their choosing, and nobody paid a hell of a lot of atten¬ 
tion to that. They laughed, but there was no more debate 
on it. 

Q. Do you recall whether or not you said anything with 
reference to how the abolition of the sixty-day clause was— 
would affect the problems of the Standing Rules Committee 
in the conduct of the elections ? A. Yes—that is right. My 
answer to Mr. Mitchell—I did explain to him the effect the 
removal of that sixty-day clause “would have on the 

16361 employees 9 Committee on Rules during the prepara¬ 
tions for nominations and elections. 

I explained to him, roughly, the work that the committee 
already experienced, and with the removal of that sixty-day 
clause, that it would be the next thing to impossible to be 
right up to date on the day of nomination, as we would be 
continually adding names in a time of—where a lot of hir¬ 
ing “was going on. 

Under paragraph 3 of Section 3, a man by the name of 
Ross—that was Mr. Gordon Ross, I think—asked the ques¬ 
tion who would determine whether a roller was entitled to 
vote, and I answered Mr. Ross by telling him that that 
would be entirely in the—under the new procedure—would 
be entirely in the hands of the Employees’ Committee on 
Rules. 

Q. Do you recall whether or not there was any discussion 
with respect to Article or Section 4, that is, Roman 4, in 
Board’s Exhibit 8 ? Paragraphs—I withdraw that question. 
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Do you recall whether or not there was any discussion 
about Article or Section 4, Roman 4, nominations and elec¬ 
tions ? Specifically, Mr. Williams, do you recall any discus¬ 
sion with respect to paragraph 8 on page 6? A. I do not 
recall just who asked the question, the name of the Em¬ 
ployees’ Representative, but the question was asked 

16362 that under the old book, the three nominees—that 
three nominees were placed on the election ballot for 

every one to be elected and that there was only two under 
the new amended Plan, and I answered that and explained 
the committee’s reasons for the reduction, and stated that 
under the old method of three for one, a man could be 
elected representative by the minority of his voting district. 

In other words, I explained that a man could be elected 
with a 34 per cent vote. In this way, two would have to be 
elected by the majority of the employees in his voting dis¬ 
trict. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford, aren’t there in exist¬ 
ence minutes of this meeting? 

Mr. Ford: I think there are. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Don’t those minutes disclose 
what went on? 

Mr. Ford: I believe they do. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not offer the minutes ? I 
don’t see why it is necessary to go through this piece-meal 
discussion of what went on. 

Mr. Ford: Well, I think that is a good suggestion, Mr. 
Examiner, because it will take considerable time to develop 
it in this way. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: In fact, my suggestion 

16363 would be, if you have minutes covering this period, 
that they be offered as a group, if Board’s counsel 

has no objection to it. 

Mr. Shawe: We will be glad to look at all these minutes, 
and maybe we can stipulate. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Have you the minutes here now, 
Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Ford: I have photostatic copies, and I think Mr. 
Jones probably has the originals. 

Mr. Jones: I have the originals. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not take a few minutes’ 
recess here and satisfy yourself as to the authenticity? 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were had as follows:) 

16364 Trial Examiner Bloom: Have Board’s counsel 
checked the minutes of the meeting of October 17, 

1937? 

Mr. Rose: Yes, we have, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to the 
receipt in evidence ? 

Mr. Rose: No objection to the receipt in evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well, the minutes of the 
special meeting of the General Body of October 17, 1935 
may be received in evidence as Respondents’ Exhibit 197, 
and leave is given to withdraw the original minutes and 
substitute photostatic copies thereof. 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
Respondents’ Exhibit No. 197, in evidence.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you have any other minutes 
that you care to put in by stipulation the same way? 

Mr. Ford: Yes, the minutes of the next meeting on which 
they acted on the proposed amendments, minutes of Joint 
Committee held on October 22, 1935. I think that Board’s 
counsel has also examined those minutes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The record may show that Re¬ 
spondents’ Exhibit 197 consists of five photostatic pages, 
that the stamp is on the reverse side of the last page and 
that the document bears no identification mark on the first 
page. It is understood, of course, that the reporter will 
staple the five documents. 

16365 Mr. Broun: You mean, no reporter’s identifica¬ 
tion mark? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, that’s correct. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I believe there has also been 
some testimony with reference to the September meeting in 
1935. I think it might be a good idea to put those in evi¬ 
dence also. 

Mr. Ford: Which meeting is that? 
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Mr. Shawe: September, 1935, I believe Mr. Williams 
gave us some testimony with reference to that meeting. I 
don’t recall whether it was last evening or this morning. 

Mr. Rose: Last evening. 

Mr. Ford: If I understand correctly, there was no action 
taken at that meeting, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, do you have the minutes 
here? You might examine them, and if you see anything 
in there that has any bearing on this, if you care to, you 
might offer them. 

Mr. Ford: As I understand, there was no action taken 
at that meeting. Certain statements were made. Action 
was taken so far as the General Body was concerned en¬ 
tirely at the meeting of October 17th and the Plan was 
finally amended at the meeting of the Joint Committee 
held on October 22nd, so that I don’t see the necessity of 
putting in those other minutes. 

16366 The witness has testified, as far as I know, every¬ 
thing that went on at that meeting that has any bear¬ 
ing on the question. 

I don’t see why it should be necessary to encumber the 
record by putting in the minutes of that meeting also. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, my only reason for making 
that request was, I thought we ought to have everything 
that was said at the meeting and I am sure that the minutes 
are the best evidence of that, I am sure this witness couldn’t 
remember everything that was said back in 1935. 

Of course, if counsel objects to putting in the minutes— 

Mr. Ford: I am not prepared to put in the minutes, I 
haven’t considered offering them in that connection at all. 
I don’t see that it is essential. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, we would just like to have all sur¬ 
rounding factors, Mr. Examiner, everything pertaining to 
the Plan and pertaining to these amendments, that is all. 

Mr. Rose: Well, may I state, Mr. Examiner, that the 
witness in his testimony last night in referring to these 
amendments mentioned three meetings at that time, one 
was a General Body meeting in September, 1935. The other 
was a committee meeting on October 10, 1935, and subse¬ 
quently a committee meeting on October 27, 1935. Appar¬ 
ently those are the meetings which have some bear- 

16367 ins: on amendments. 
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Mr. Ford: I don’t believe— 

Mr. Rose: Excuse me, Mr. Ford. It was our point that 
it might be well to have all those minutes in evidence to 
complete the entire process and the picture, show it from 
beginning to end. 

Mr. Ford: I don’t recall that there was any testimony 
about any meeting held on October 27th. If there is such 
testimony in the record, I believe the record must be incor¬ 
rect. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, the record at page 19,984, 
Mr. Ford, refers to a meeting of September, 1935, at which 
Mr. Vickroy, who was the chairman, presided and then 
there was the subsequent meeting. I may say the record 
shows that at the September meeting Mr. Vickroy did make 
cetain statements. 

16368 Mr. Ford: Now I don’t see the point in putting 
in the minutes, the witness testified as to what hap¬ 
pened, nothing happened as far as any action w’as concerned 
at the General Body meeting, there were just certain state¬ 
ments made there by certain representatives which the wit¬ 
ness has told us about. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Shawe, all I can say is that 
the respondent is offering the evidence. 

Mr. Shawe: Certainly. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And if the respondent doesn’t 
care to offer the minutes that is the end of it. 

Mr. Shawe: I appreciate that, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If you think the minutes are 
material you may of course offer them at the appropriate 
time. 

Mr. Shawe: I thought we should have the minutes as the 
best evidence of what took place at the meeting, I think it is 
expecting too much to draw on this man’s memory as to 
what took place in 1935. 

Mr. Rose: May I say this, Mr. Examiner— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 

Mr. Rose: I don’t know if counsel has yet offered an¬ 
other set of minutes that we just compared. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No. 

Mr. Rose: October 22nd. 
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16369 Trial Examiner Bloom: No, all we have in evi¬ 
dence now, and this is the present state of the record, 

are minutes of October 17th. Mr. Ford? 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Williams, after the General Body 
meeting concerning which you have just—Mr. Williams, 
just one question about that General Body meeting of Oc¬ 
tober 17th; what, if any action, was taken with reference 
to the draft that was considered at the meeting. A. There 
was a motion that the draft be accepted as read, including 
Mr. Betz’ suggestion and referred to the Joint Committee 
on Rules for final action. 

Q. Well, what was done with that motion? A. I beg 
your pardon? 

Q. With the motion, was the motion passed? A. Yes, 
sir, and there was a motion made to have fifteen thousand 
copies printed. 

Q. What was the next meeting that was called to con¬ 
sider these amendments, Mr. Williams? A. A meeting of 
the Joint Committee on Rules, October 22nd, 1935. 

Q. Can you tell us what, if any action, was taken at 
that meeting? A. Yes, the draft was accepted, in other 
words, a motion was passed to accept the amended 
Plan. 

16370 Q. That is the draft that had been approved at 
the General Body meeting? A. That is correct, sir, 

yes. 

Q. And what disposition had been made or was made of 
Mr. Betz’s suggestion at the Joint Committee meeting? A. 
Well, didn’t I testify last night as to my going to see Mr. 
Betz? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He told us all about that, Mr. 
Ford. 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Examiner, I have here a photostatic copy 
of the minutes of the No. 1 Joint Committee meeting held 
on October 22nd. I think that Board’s counsel have com¬ 
pared it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to the 
minutes of the Joint Committee, of No. 1 Joint Committee 
of October 22nd, 1935, Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I am informed by Mr. Rose 
that there was a mimeographed draft of the minutes of the 
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amendment attached to the original minutes, in the minute- 
book of the Plan, and I think that they should go along with 
these minutes. 

Mr. Jones: That is correct, but at the present time we 
do not have them photostated. We will get them photo¬ 
stated. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, may I see the 

16371 amendments, please ? 

(Several documents passed to Trial Examiner.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not make the offer, Mr. 
Ford, why not make the offer this way: we will offer the 
original minutes and then you maye have leave to withdraw 
the minutes with the draft of the Plan attached, and substi¬ 
tute a photostatic copy. 

Mr. Jones: There are twenty pages there. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is that agreeable? 

Mr. Ford: Yes, that is agreeable. 

Mr. Jones: We were trying to line up a copy of it, but 
it seems impossible. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection? 

Mr. Shawe: No, no objection at all, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, it will be received in 
evidence as Respondents’ Exhibit 198, the minutes of the 
specal meeting of the No. 1 Joint Committee on rules of 
October 22nd, 1935. The minutes will be received as Re¬ 
spondents’ Exhibit 198-A and the Plan of Employees’ Rep¬ 
resentation at the Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany which is attached to the minutes, will be received as 
Respondents’ Exhibit 198-B, the latter document consists of 
twenty mimeographed pages and leave is given to the re¬ 
spondents to withdraw the original exhibits and substitute 
photostatic copies. 

16372 (Thereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Respondents’ Exhibits 198-A and 198-B in 

evidence.) 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Williams, I show you Respond¬ 
ents ’ Exhibit 197 and ask you to read it and tell us whether 
that sets forth to the best of your recollection what tran- 
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spired at the meeting of the General Body, concerning 
which you have testified, the meeting of October 17th? 

(Respondents’ Exhibit 197 was passed to witness.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Read that question, please. 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford, inasmuch as the doc¬ 
ument is in evidence, do you really think you need this wit¬ 
ness ’ recollection of it? There is no question as to the 
accuracy of the document. 

Mr. Ford: All right, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There was no objection made 
at the time. 

Mr. Ford: All right, I will withdraw the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

Mr. Ford: I suppose that the same is true of the Joint 
Committee minutes? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, there is certainly no ob¬ 
jection made to the receipt in evidence of the docu- 
16373 ments. It was represented to be an accurate state¬ 
ment of what transpired at the meeting, and I assume 
that it is. 

Mr. Ford: Very well. 

Q. (By Mr. Ford) Mr. Williams, did you attend a meet¬ 
ing of the General Body held on May 27th, 1937? A. Yes, 
sir. 

Q. Did you attend any other General Body meetings dur¬ 
ing that month? A. Not that I recall, no, sir. 

Q. Were there any representatives of the management 
present at that meeting that you recall? A. Yes, upon in¬ 
vitation, Mr. Evans, Mr. Ellicott, and Mr. Hough. 

Q. Did Mr. Ellicott at that meeting, or at any other Gen¬ 
eral Body meeting that you attended, say in words or sub¬ 
stance that he thought that all the representatives under 
the Plan except Tressler and Underwood had done a good 
job of representing? 

Mr. Shawe: Excuse me, Mr. Examiner, as I recall Mr. 
Williams was on a recall to testify with reference to these 
amendments, I don’t think this is proper examination at 
this time. 
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Mr. Ford: Well, that’s correct, Mr. Examiner, but this 
is the only question apart from that. 

16374 Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: No, sir, he did not. 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Examiner, I have sent out for a letter 
that I wanted to put in through Mr. Williams and it hasn’t 
come back yet. I sent out for it some time ago, and I won¬ 
der if we could have a short recess so I could check up and 
see what is back of it? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, can’t you go ahead with 
something else? 

Mr. Ford: Well, I think that is substantially all I in¬ 
tended to develop through Mr. Williams. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, might not Board’s counsel 
cross examine and then when the letter comes in you can 
take it up on redirect? 

Mr. Ford: Very well. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: This is a short day and I don’t 
want to take too much time. Mr. Shawe? 

Cross Examination 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Williams, you told us that Mr. 
Ellicott attended a meeting of the General Body of May 
27, 1937. A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Will you tell us to the best of your knowledge what 
Mr. Ellicott did say at that meeting? A. Yes, I understood 
Mr. Ellicott to say that all of the representatives 

16375 were doing, or were working hard, that is what it 
was, and he grinned and he said Mr. Underwood and 

Mr. Tressler specially were working hard, that they were 
representing everybody, or something to that effect, that 
is the way’I recall it. 

Q. Do you recall anything else that he said? A. Not in 
regards to that, no, I don’t, Mr. Shawe. 

Q. Do you recall anything that he said with regards to 
anything? A. Yes. He talked about business con- 

16376 ditions. 

Q. Will you tell us what he said ? A. Well, he gave 
the—he gave us the order rate and the shipping rate and 
then he usually reviews the construction work pending or 
that might be going on, and he usually talks about different 
departments and orders received. 
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Q. You referred on your direct examination to a meeting 
held in September, 1935; is that correct? A. That is right, 
sir. 

Q. When was the last time you saw the minutes of the 
meeting of September, 1935? 

Mr. Ford: The meeting of what, Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Shawe: The meeting of the General Body, Mr. Wil¬ 
liams, I am sorry. 

Mr. Ford: Just what do you mean, Mr. Shawe? Do 
you mean the day, the hour, or what ? 

Mr. Shawe: Of course, I do not expect the man to re¬ 
member the exact day or the hour. I mean approximately. 
Have you seen them recently? 

Mr. Ford: What do you mean by recently? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. This is Fri¬ 
day, Mr. Williams. Did you see them Thursday, which was 
yesterday? 

The Witness: No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Wednesday? 

16377 The Witness: No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Tuesday? 

The Witness: No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am referring to this week, of 
course. 

The Witness: Yes. Let me think. I do not recall look¬ 
ing at that this week at all. That is, to read them. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Yes, to refresh your memory as to 
what went on at the meeting, have you see them in the last 
month? A. Yes. 

Q. Have you read them in the last month? A. Not 
through, no. I glanced at the book while it was on the 
counsel table while I was over here, and I leafed through it 
then, and I looked at it—I don’t know just how many days 
after that I was on the witness stand. 

Q. Where are those minutes at the present time, do you 
know? A. They are in this room, but I don’t know who 
happens to have them. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Jones, have you the minutes of the 
General Body meeting of September, 1935, in the hearing 
room at the present time? 

Mr. Jones: I don’t think it makes any difference 
whether I have those minutes at this time or not. They 
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16378 are not in evidence, to the best of my knowledge. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you know whether or not 
the minutes of the General Body meeting of September, 
1935, are in the hearing room at the present time? I direct 
your attention to a book on Mr. Jones’ desk. Is that the 
book of the minutes of the General Body? 

Mr. Jones: I object to that question. It is not proper 
cross-examination. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

The Witness: It looks like one of them. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Would you walk over and ex¬ 
amine it closely and see if it is the one? 

The Witness: That is the one that contains the min¬ 
utes— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Of the September General 
Body meeting of 1935. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Take your time, Mr. Williams, and 
look at it very carefully. A. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, Mr. Examiner, I would like to offer in 
evidence the minutes of the General Body meeting of Sep¬ 
tember, 1935. Considerable testimony has been given with 
reference to that meeting. I don’t know what the mystery 
is about that meeting. I don’t know why counsel refuses 
to put them in evidence. We would like to have all 

16379 these minutes, all the minutes surrounding the 
amendment to the Plan in evidence. I think it is 

material and relevant. I do not think it is fair for counsel 
to pick out a few minutes. We want all the facts surround¬ 
ing this Plan, and we are willing to take that book and in¬ 
troduce it en masse, sight unseen. 

I don’t know why counsel refuses to let us look at it. 

Mr. Ford: I am advised that at various stages of this 
case there was tremendous objection by Board’s counsel 
with respect to introducing minutes in evidence. I stated 
niv position. I don’t see any reason to put in any other 
minutes except those already in evidence. I think this 
question has come up before. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Shawe, you are making an 
offer, and before you make that offer you have to have 
something. I assume your present request is directed to 
the General Body minutes of September, 1935. 
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Mr. Shawe: Yes. Mr. Jones has allowed respondents’ 
counsel access to the book. Of course, that is his privilege. 
Now, I am asking Mr. Jones if he will grant us the same 
privilege. 

Mr. Jones: In answer to that question, I may say that 
counsel for the intervener will not grant that privilege to 
counsel for the Board, and at the same time counsel 

16380 for the intervener wishes to object very strenuously 
to this line of examination on the part of Board’s 

counsel. 

Counsel for the intervener has repeatedly told counsel 
for the Board that he will not give him any minutes not in 
evidence, and counsel for the Board is certainly thick- 
skinned not to realize that. 

Mr. Shawe: I resent the last remark. I think it is en¬ 
tirely uncalled for. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t know why counsel 
should refer to another counsel as thick-skinned. It is a 
proper request. Mr. Broun and Mr. Moore made similar 
requests from time to time of you for minutes, and Board’s 
counsel is making the same request, and if you don’t care 
to comply, that is your privilege; but I don’t think it nec¬ 
essitates a remark such as that counsel is thick-skinned. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Williams, have you any objec¬ 
tion to Board’s counsel looking at the minutes of the Gen¬ 
eral Body meeting of September, 1935? A. I think that 
question should be settled between the counsel. 

Q. I am asking you the question, have you any objec¬ 
tion— 

Mr. Ford: I think he has answered the question. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He has answered. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I make a motion to 

16381 strike, strike all the testimony given with reference 
to the meeting of September, 1935, unless counsel 

puts in the minutes of the meeting. 

Mr. Ford: What is the basis of the motion? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Motion denied. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Now, Mr. Williams, I believe you 
have given us some testimony with reference to the meet¬ 
ing of October 10, 1935? A. Yes. 

Q. What meeting was that, do you recall? A. Yes, that 
was the special meeting of the No. 1 Standing Committee. 
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Q. Do you know whether or not the meeting, the minutes 
of that meeting, are in the hearing room at the present 
time? A. No, I do not, Mr. Shawe. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Jones, will you permit Board’s counsel 
to examine the minutes of the meeting of October 10, 1935, 
to which the witness has just referred? 

Mr. Jones: I will not. 

Mr. Shawe: Will you allow Board’s counsel to examine 
any minutes— 

Mr. Jones: Not unless they are in evidence. 

Mr. Shawe: Thank you. 

16382 Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Mr. Williams, was the Gen¬ 
eral Body meeting of September, 1935 the first meet¬ 
ing at which these amendments were discussed ? 

Mr. Ford: Could I have that question, please? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Ford: The first meeting of any sort? The first 
General Body meeting? 

Mr. Shawe: The first meeting of any sort, yes. 

Mr. Ford: You mean, meeting under the Plan? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, sir; under the Plan, of course. 

The Witness: We did not discuss the amendments at 
that meeting because there were no amendments to discuss. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Well, were amendments mentioned 
at that meeting? A. No. 

Mr. Ford: What do you mean by that? Were there 
specific proposed amendments referred to, or was the word 
amendments used? 

Mr. Shawe: Was the word amendments used at that 
meeting. Were amendments to the Plan suggested at that 
meeting? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: He may answer. 

Mr. Ford: Specific amendments? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The witness ought to 

16383 understand the question. 

Mr. Ford: He has testified as to what happened. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford, you may disagree 
with the ruling, as I suggested before, but it is still the 
ruling. 

Proceed, Mr. Williams. 
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The Witness: The committee was assigned the job of 
studying the Plan—the by-laws—and then were to refer 
their findings back to the General Body. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) What committee was on that job? 
A. The No. 1 Standing Committee. 

Q. And was that the first meeting under the Plan so far 
as you know in which these amendments were discussed? 

Mr. Ford: Could I have the question, please? 

(The reporter repeated the last question as above set 
forth.) 

Mr. Ford: Well now, this question, these amendments— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Rephrase the question. 

Q.. (By Mr. Shawe) In so far as you know, was this the 
first meeting under the Plan at which amendments were 
mentioned ? 

Mr. Ford: This is the September meeting you are talk¬ 
ing about, Mr. Shaw’e, or the October meeting? 

Mr. Shawe: We are talking about the September meet- 

16384 Mr. Ford: The September meeting of the Gen¬ 
eral Body? 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you understand the ques¬ 
tion ? 

The Witness: Yes. I am trying to think back, Mr. Bloom. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Would you like to look at the min¬ 
utes of September, 1935 to refresh your memory? A. I 
already testified about September. If I understand your 
question, you are asking me back of September. 

Q. No. I am referring to the September meeting, and 
asking if that is the first meeting at which these amend¬ 
ments, any of them, were mentioned. 

Mr. Ford: You sustained objection to that question half 
a dozen times, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Just amendments generally. 

Mr. Ford: As I understand it, the question is was the 
word amendment discussed at any meeting of the General 
Body— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Or was the first discussion of 
that held at the September meeting. 
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The Witness: Yes. That was the first discussion of 
amending the Plan. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Who first suggested that the Plan 
be amended, or that a committee be assigned to study 

16385 the Plan? A. Mr. Vickroy, chairman of the General 
Body. 

Q. Did Mr. Vickroy at that time state that he had dis¬ 
cussed the matter with Mr. Evans? A. He did not. 

Q. Were any amendments, specific amendments, discussed 
at that meeting? A. Not that I recall, Mr. Shawe. 

Q. Where was that meeting held ? A. Over in the fourth 
floor of the general office building, Locust Street. 

Q. Is that the same floor where Mr. Sidney Evans has his 
office? A. Correct, sir. 

Q. Was Mr. Sidney Evans at that meeting? 

16386 Mr. Ford: At any time. 

The Witness: At the time— 

Mr. Shawe: No, at any time during the meeting. 

The Witness: Yes, on invitation, he was asked to the 
meeting. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Do you recall anything that Mr. 
Evans said at that time? A. Yes. He reviewed the safety 
record of the plant. He talked about the pension plan and 
the relief plan. 

Q. Do you recall anything else that he said? A. No, I do 
not, Mr. Shawe. 

Q. Well, Mr. Williams, will you be so good as to go over 
and look at the minutes of September, 1935, and refresh 
your memory as to whether or not Mr. Evans said any¬ 
thing else? A. I don’t think that is a fair question to make, 
Mr. Shawe. Counsel here has been jin g-jangling about 
the minutes, and I am picked out to go over and look at 
them. 

Q. Counsel said he does not want to—does not want us 
to look at them. A. Then I don’t want to look at them. 

Q. You do not want to look at them, to refresh your 
memory? A. I didn’t say that. I said I don’t want to look 
at them. 

Mr. Jones: I object to his looking at them, looking 

16387 at the minutes because if he looks at them then anv 
person will be able to— 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I will make an exception in this 
case. 

Mr. Shawe: Let the witness look at them and see what 
Mr. Evans said. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If you have reasons for not 
letting Board’s counsel look at the minutes, that is one 
thing; but I see no reason why the chairman of the Plan 
cannot look at the minutes for the purpose of giving tes¬ 
timony at this hearing. He is not asked to make the min¬ 
utes available for any purpose of the proceeding, but only 
to examine the minutes so he can testify as to certain 
matters. 

I am sure the witness’ refusal is based on the fact that 
counsel refused Board’s counsel access. 

Mr. Jones: But that would leave something in through 
the back door that is not relevant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If anything is irrelevant, you 
may be sure that I will exclude it. 

Mr. Ford: I do not have any objection to the procedure. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We seem to have removed one 
obstacle to Mr. Williams’ walking over to Mr. Jones’ desk 
and examining the minutes. 

16388 Mr. Ford: There never has been any objection 
on that score from respondents’ counsel. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: No, I don’t recall that there 
was. 

Mr. Jones: I don’t object except that it is utterly ir¬ 
relevant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: 1 don’t know if it is or not. 
The witness tells about a meeting of September, 1935. It 
may be the minutes contain several matters that he has 
forgotten about. That meeting is, obviously, several years 
ago. It might refresh his memory as to something else. 

Mr. Jones: But all that that would be—all that that 
witness testified to is that at that meeting in September, 
1935, the subject of amendment was brought up, and it was 
agreed to refer it to the No. 1 Committee, to look into the 
matters of amendment. 

Now, Mr. Shawe is asking who was at the meeting, what 
went on, and everything else. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All of which is perfectly rele¬ 
vant. 
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Mr. Jones: But he is asking what else was discussed 
there. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be that if the witness 
examines the minutes, he may find out that other matters 
were discussed. 

16389 Mr. Jones: I am willing to have him look at them, 
but 1 do not think it is relevant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then it will not go into the 
record. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Will you go over and examine the 
General Body minutes of September, 1935, and refresh your 
memory as to what Mr. Sidney Evans said at that meeting, 
please. A. What Mr. Evans said? 

Mr. Ford: Said, with reference to what? 

Mr. Shawe: With reference to anything. 

Mr. Ford: I think, with reference to amendments is 
sufficient, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why let’s quibble. Head the 
minutes and then we will see. 

(Thereupon, the witness then examined the minutes re¬ 
ferred to.) 

The Witness: Yes. Mr. Evans answered a request of 
the representatives, the representatives had made to fish 
in the Hinckston Run Dam. 

Mr. Shawe: Will you spell it for the reporter? 

Mr. Ford: H-i-n-c-k-s-t-o-n; is that correct? 

The Witness: Yes. 

Mr. Ford: Hinckston Run? 

16390 The Witness: That’s right; and he made men¬ 
tion of the coal orders, the increase in coal orders. 

He also made mention of the garden plots. By that, Mr. 
Shawe, I have cleared up in your mind the company had 
been going along with employees in lot and garden spaces. 
I don't know how big they were because I never had one, 
but if you filed an application you got one of these, and 
Mr.Evans spoke on the rule of hours permitted per em¬ 
ployee, stating that they were allowed to work forty-eight 
hours a week, but over a period of six months it had to be 
averaged at forty hours; and that is all. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) Anything further ? A. No. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Have you any further ques¬ 
tions, Mr. Shawe ? 

16391 Mr. Shawe: Yes. May I see the draft of those 
amendments which were attached to the minutes of 

the meeting? 

Mr. Jones: I sent that out to be mimeographed—or 
not mimeographed, but photostated. 

Q. (By Mr. Shawe) This draft, the amendments which 
were attached to the minutes of that meeting, Mr. Williams, 
which we referred to before, do you know where that draft 
came from? 

Mr. Ford: I don’t know whether the witness can answer 
the question that way, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you mean, who prepared 
the draft? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, he has already told us. 
Q. (Mr. Shawe) Mr. Williams, you told us that you and 
Mr. Vickroy had a meeting with Mr. Evans with reference 
to these amendments; is that correct? A. Right after the 
General Body meeting? 

Q. Yes. A. Yes, if I understand you correctly. 

Q. Well, did Mr. Evans submit a proposed draft of amend¬ 
ments to the Plan at that time? A. Oh, no. That was im¬ 
mediately after the General Body meeting just notified Mr. 
Evans of the action taken, and stated we were going 

16392 to do the job. 

Q. Well, did Mr. Evans at any time after that sub¬ 
mit a draft of the proposed amendments ? 

Mr. Ford: What does Mr. Shawe mean by submit? 
There is testimony here that Mr. Evans supplied the com¬ 
mittee with the draft that he prepared. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is right. 

Mr. Shawe: That is what I want clear in the record. 
Trial Examiner Bloom: It is quite clear, Mr. Shawe. ! 
don’t know why you have to go over this over and over 
again. The direct evidence is that Mr. Evans prepared 
Ihe draft. 

Mr. Shawe: If you think it is clear I am satisfied. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford said that last evening. 
As I understand it, the Plan was finally approved by the 
Joint Committee on Rules at the October 22nd meeting. 
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The Witness: That is right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Was the Plan—the amended 
Plan—ever submitted to the employees at that time for 
their approval—before October 22nd, 1935; 

Mr. Ford: Do you understand the question? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: By employees generally, 1 do 
not mean the representatives. I mean, the employees gen¬ 
erally working in the plant. If there were 10,000 at 
16393 that time, was it submitted for the approval of the 
employees ? 


The Witness: That is, this draft taken out? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Did they ever vote on it whether 
or not it should be accepted, this amended Plan which was 
finally approved by the Joint Committee on Rules? 

The Witness: Every employee was furnished with a 
copy of the amended Plan, and then voted under that Plan 
at the following election. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: But my question is directed to 
October 22. As I understand your testimony, the Joint 
Committee on Rules approved the amended Plan October 


22, 1935. 


The Witness: That is right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Now, prior to that time, before 
that time, were the employees supplied with drafts of the 
Plan, or copies of the Plan ? 

The Witness: Did the employees have a copy? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is correct. 

The Witness: Yes. 


Trial Examiner Bloom: All of the employees? In other 
words, I am making a distinction between employees and 
the representatives. 

Mr. Ford: What is the question, please, Mr. Ex- 
16394 a miner ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I will rephrase it. Prior 
to October 22, 1935, the date on which the Plan was ap¬ 
proved by the Joint Committee on Rules, did the employees 
of the plan have copies of the Plan distributed to them? 

The Witness: They had received copies; yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Was a meeting held or called 
at which the employees generally voted on the question of 
whether or not the Plan should be adopted? 
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Mr. Ford: Mr. Examiner, there seems to be some am¬ 
biguity there. You asked the witness if the employees had 
copies of the Plan. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is correct. 

Mr. Ford: By that, do you mean— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The draft of the Plan. 

Mr. Ford: The draft of the Plan as it was amended by 
the action taken by the Joint Committee on October 22nd, 
or a copy of the Plan without those amendments. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The Plan with the amendments. 

Mr. Ford: In other words, the draft of the Plan— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Approved on October 22nd. 
What I would like to know is whether or not that amended 
Plan, as drafted and as approved by the Joint Committee 
on Rules, was ever voted on by the employees in the 

16395 plant. 

Mr. Broun: May I break in at this point ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: One at a time. Mr. Ford is 
conducting— 

Mr. Broun: But I conducted the previous examination 
when the witness testified, and there were times when Mr. 
Ford was not here, that the Plan had elections and nom¬ 
inations— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I am talking about a time prior 
to October 22, 1935. 

Mr. Broun: As I understand it, the witness testified that 
that was true prior to October 22, 1935. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We are talking about amend¬ 
ments adopted in October, 1935. If the witness does not 
understand the question, I will withdraw it. 

Do you understand what I mean? Was the drafted 
amended Plan approved by the employees in the plant 
before it was adopted by the Joint Committee on Rules on 
October 22, 1935? 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Reporter, will you read that question 
back ? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: This is the last time, Air. Ford, 
that it will be read back. If this witness does not under¬ 
stand the question, then I don’t know how to phrase a 
question. Do you understand the question, Mr. 

16396 Williams? 

The Witness: Yes. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: What do you think the question 
means ? 

The Witness: You are asking me whether the employees 
at the plant—I understand that is generally— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is right. 

The Witness: Approved the amended Plan before it 
was approved by the Joint Committee on Rules. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is right. 

The Witness: You said, by an election— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: By vote at a meeting generally. 
That is a very simple question, Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford: Hasn’t it already been answered, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is the answer? 

Mr. Ford: The witness testified there was enough copies 
prepared for the use of the General Body and the Commit¬ 
tees. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you call that an answer? 

Please answer it, Mr. Williams. 

The Witness: I would say no. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all. 

Mr. Ford, have you that letter that you referred to? 

Mr. Ford: Yes. I don’t know whether it will be 
16397 necessary to question this witness about the letters. 

I am not quite certain how much he knows about 
them, but we would like to put them into evidence, and I 
wonder if Board's counsel has any objection to them. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to that? 

Mr. Shawe: We do not have any objections to it going 
in, but we do not know anything about it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, do you have objections, 
or don’t you? 

Mr. Shawe: May I ask Mr. Ford what it is offered for? 
Where did it come from? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If you will examine the Plan 
you will find that there is provision in the Plan that all 
amendments proposed at one meeting of the General Body, 
the proposal must be submitted to the management’s spe¬ 
cial representative. 

Mr. Moore: I don’t think that is true, Mr. Examiner. 
These are offered merely for the purpose of showing what 
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was done, not for the purpose of showing what was re¬ 
quired. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I was assuming that was pur¬ 
suant to a certain provision of the Plan. I was referring, 
Mr. Moore, to that part of the Plan which states— 

16398 Mr. Moore: You may be quite right, but I thought 
it required the submission if the amendments would 

accomplish certain things. It may be. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It states, “immediately after 
the adjournment—” 

Mr. Moore: Then it is my mistake. I am sorry. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I was just glancing over it. I 
assumed that was drafted with that provision in mind, as 
to what was more or less a formal requirement. 

Mr. Moore: I did not see the papers until last night, and 
did not look at the provision of the amendment section. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Next to the last sentence on 
page 18. The letter says we are not concerned with the 
language. In other words, it is none of our business. 

Mr. Shawe: I withdraw my objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. Do you.offer them? 
Mr. Ford: I would like to ask Board’s counsel whether 
they have any objection to putting in the Respondent Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company file copy of Mr. Evans’ letter of May 
24th instead of the original. 

Mr. Shawe: That is perfectly all right. 

16399 Trial Examiner Bloom: Will you mark it, please, 
Mr. Parsont. The documents just referred to by Mr. 

Ford will be received in evidence as Respondents’ Exhibits 
199-A and B. 

Mr. Moore: Might I suggest that 199-A be the one from 
Mr. Horning? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes. 

(Thereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Respondents’ Exhibits 199-A and 199-B in evi¬ 
dence.) 

16400 Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford, if I may inter¬ 
rupt your examination, I did have one more question 

that I meant to ask. Mr. Moore, you will recall some time 
ago you gave me a copy of the Bethlehem Review of Janu¬ 
ary 15, 1938, and I thought if there is no objection at this 
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time I would like to offer the document. Do you have any 
objection ? 

Mr. Moore: I have no objection. 

Trail Examiner Bloom: Do Board’s counsel have any 
objection to the receipt in evidence of the Bethlehem Re¬ 
view of January 15, 1938? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You will recall Mr. Moore gave 
you a copy of it at the same time he gave me a copy. 

Mr. Shawe: No objection at all, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is the next Board num¬ 
ber ? 

The Reporter: 302. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The Bethlehem Review of Janu¬ 
ary 15, 1938, may be received in evidence as Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit 302. 

(Thereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Board’s Exhibit No. 302, in evidence.) 

Mr. Ford: No further questions. 

Mr. Shawe: I have no further questions at this time, but 
I would like to reserve the right to recall this witness 
16401 to introduce a set of minutes of September, 1935, 
which I have in my files, I don’t have them here. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, you can call him as a 
Board witness when the respondents finish their case. 

Mr. Shawe: I would be glad to furnish Mr. Moore with 
a set of the minutes and satisfy himself, so that he can 
satisfy himself, as to their authenticity, if that is agreeable. 

Mr. Ford: 1 don’t know if it is necessary to reserve the 
right to recall this witness. My suggestion is that Mr. 
Shawe take up anything of that sort with us and we will see 
what we can do. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I don’t think you will have to 
have Mr. Williams here, because if counsel satisfy them¬ 
selves as to the authenticity of the documents, then the only 
possible objection would be as to the materiality and I can 
pass on that. 

Mr. Shawe: All right. Do you have any further ques¬ 
tions— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Are there any further ques¬ 
tions? 
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Mr. Ford: That is all. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is all, Mr. Witness. Thank 
you very much. 

(Witness excused.) 

Mr. Ford; Just one more point, Mr. Examiner, 

16402 there are certain matters that I understand will be 
the subject of stipulation and it may possibly be 

necessary to recall Mr. Williams if the stipulation fails of 
fulfillment and I think Mr. Broun has already stated— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That has already been stated in 
the record and the matter that you referred to as to the con¬ 
duct of the election— 

Mr. Ford: There are other things that Mr. Broun is 
more familiar with. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I recall the original reservation 
had to do with the conduct of elections. 

Mr. Broun: In the original reservation you will find 
at the very end of my direct examination, my first direct 
examination, Mr. Williams, I think that it is there stated 
that in accordance with arrangements made with you and 
with Board’s counsel before Mr. Williams was called, he 
could be recalled as to the matters which we expected to 
cover by stipulation, and there is a stipulation there as to 
the details of the matters, one of the principal ones is the 
nominations and election. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That matter simply has to be 
stipulated on, there is no point at all to introducing evi¬ 
dence on a matter of that kind, it is too elementary. 

Mr. Broun: I don’t think there is any doubt about 

16403 it whatsoever, but 1 simply thought we should have it 
pointed out at the time we had the witness on the 

stand. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It is a simple matter, and let’s 
get that over with, please. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, we have agreed with counsel that we 
would stipulate on the matter if they would provide us with 
a stipulation. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why can’t someone dictate a 
stipulation now and get that point of the case over? It 
shouldn’t be very difficult, I mean, as to the manner in 
which elections were conducted, Mr. Moore. 
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Mr. Moore: Why, I hadn’t conceived of anything of 
that sort. I thought we would stipulate what we would 
put in through witnesses. In other words, we want to show 
what was done at the elections, show how the elections were 
conducted and what the results were. In other words, 
exactly what we would do if we were calling witnesses, but 
it can’t be done in a simple stipulation such as you sug¬ 
gested here. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, all right, when do you 
think that stipulation will be prepared? 

Mr. Moore: I am embarrassed by the fact that it hasn’t 
been done long ago. My only excuse is that all of us have 
been working nearly twenty-four hours a day, that has 
been on the regular work we have had to do to pre- 

16404 pare ourselves for the hearing, but it shouldn’t be 
a very long job. I don’t know, it could be done at 

least, in, I should think two days. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well, we will take a five- 
minute recess. 

(Thereupon, a short recess was taken, after which pro¬ 
ceedings were resumed as follows:) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Are you ready to proceed now? 

Mr. Ford: Yes, I have just one small matter before Mr. 
Moore takes over. In checking over the record in the case 
with reference to the George Fetzko matter, I notice that 
there was no stipulation as to the forty-eight formal ques¬ 
tions, when the witness Brant was on the witness stand. 

Mr. Moore: Excuse me, that is the Witness Alec Brant. 

Mr. Ford: Alec Brant, and I just wanted to make some 
sort of arrangement to clear that up. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Let it be stipulated that if he 
had been asked the same forty-eight questions— 

Mr. Ford: As James Hoover. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As James Hoover was asked, 
he would have answered them substantially the same. 

Mr. Ford: I don’t think James Hoover actually an¬ 
swered them, they were set forth— 

16405 Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, it is understood that 
with respect to the Witness Alec Brant, the same ar¬ 
rangements made with respect to the forty-eight questions 
as was made with respect to Mr. Hoover and certain other 
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witnesses at about that period in the record, the same ar¬ 
rangement is made. 

Mr. Moore, I understand you have the next— 

Mr. Moore: Yes. Now, Mr. Examiner, that, with the 
hurried check that we were able to do last night, completes 
the testimony that we had planned to put in through wit¬ 
nesses called here. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Just a moment, please, Mr. 
Moore. 

Mr. Moore: —at this time. Now, saying that you re¬ 
member that we have the two telegrams you spoke about 
a moment ago, two telegrams exchanged, or one telegram 
sent by Mayor Shields to Mr. Grace on the date of June 
19th and a reply of the same date which are to be checked 
by us for one word, 1 understand, and satisfy counsel for 
the Board as to its accuracy. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, there should be no ques¬ 
tion about that. 

Mr. Moore: —so it will not, undoubtedly, be necessary to 
call a witness with respect to those telegrams. 

Then there are the newspapers which we have offered, 
had marked for identification and which we desire 
16406 to offer in evidence. The question, I think, came up 
yesterday of photostating those. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We discussed that question yes¬ 
terday and at that time 1 indicated in this off-the-record 
conference that I had some question about it and as I under¬ 
stand it, Mr. McCormack and Mr. Ford were going to pre¬ 
sent some authorities on the question, but there has been no 
formal offer of those documents— 

Mr. Moore: No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: —as yet. 

Mr. Moore: Because, as I started to say, we have not 
been able to complete the photostating which you sug¬ 
gested, and quite properly, I think, should be done. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Anyway, I suggested the pho¬ 
tostating because whether the documents are admitted or 
rejected, it would still be the best form in which to preserve 
the record, that is the photostats of each article. 

Mr. Moore: Before we make the offer we ought to have 
the documents in condition so that if admitted it would be 
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what would go in without anv further change or further 
work. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If rejected, you will want it 
that way to preserve your record, of course. 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 

16407 Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, then, if I may in¬ 
terrupt, Mi*. Moore, there would appear to be no 

question about that, either the documents will be received 
or they will be rejected so that no further testimony would 
be needed on them. 

Mr. Moore: I would assume that would be the case. 
Then then- is the stipulation which 1 believe both counsel 
have done some work on, I don’t know what the condition 
is on either side with reference to the striking from the 
record some testimony which we had tentatively agreed, 
I IxTiove, or at least were to consider, with having in mind 
that we would agree was irrelevant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, 1 have rather full notes 
on what we had agreed upon at the various off-the-record 
conferences and as u> those matters, after the stipulation 
has been fully agreed upon, simply an order could be en¬ 
tered with respect to that. 

Mi*. Moore: Yes, and I believe also there was,—counsel 
undertook to examine particular pieces of evidence and to 
stipulate as to whether they were relevant or as to what 
they really were put in to show. 

Xow, I think it is only a matter of work getting the 
papers ready and then sitting down with counsel for the 
Board. 1 can't see the necessilv of calling anv fur- 

16408 tlier witnesses on that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I shouldn’t think so, 
frankly, but after all, i can’t determine that for counsel. 

Mr. Moore: Of course, if there is something that 
16401) we have thought at the moment would go out and 
if it doesn't go out we should do some further re¬ 
butting, why, 1 would want to reserve the right to do that. 

Trial Examiner Bioom: Is there any objection to that 
procedure. ; 

Mr. Shawe: Xo objection, Mr. Examiner, I am sure we 
will be able to work that out. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: 1 would imagine so. 
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Mr. Moore: Then there is the stipulation as to the his¬ 
tory of the Plan to which we have referred and during the 
little recess 1 discussed with counsel for the Board, or Mr. 
Shawe, the possibility of bringing that stipulation down 
to 1935. It was my suggestion, or it was really the under¬ 
standing of counsel for the respondents, that it was to come 
down to 1937, down to date, but there was a misunderstand¬ 
ing on that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Apparently there was. 

Mr. Moore: That is quite right. Xow we have covered 
as far as we know 1935 and 1937, 1 believe, all of tlie 
minutes with reference to the 1937 action by the General 
Body or the Committees have been introduced in evidence, 
and we have finished by putting in the two letters this 
morning, or two communications, so that I think that the 
situation can be very easily covered from 1923 to 

16410 1925, or rather 1935, I should have said, 1923 being 
the date when— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Bethlehem took over the plant. 

Mr. Moore: —when Bethlehem took over the plant here. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That's right. 

Mr. Moore: And '35 being the date beginning with 
which we have covered to date, so that we have got to 
examine with Mr. .Jones' permission the minutes from 1923 
down to date, and i lake it that that will mean the examina¬ 
tion of the minutes of the Standing ('ommittee Xo. 1, Joint 
Committee Xo. 1, and of the General Body. 1 had thought 
we would be glad to examine the minutes of the other com¬ 
mittees, if it is thought advisable to do so, but you will re¬ 
member the only Standing ('ommittee on Rules, so-called, 
that had to do with the amendments or the Joint amend¬ 
ments— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That's right, Mr. Moore, in con¬ 
nection with that your problem is a rather simple one, it 
seems to me, inasmuch as Board’s counsel have offered 
enmasse all of the minutes, so that if you want to offer 
some of the minutes there would certainly appear to be no 
objection as to any of those minutes. 

Mr. Moore: Well, at that point, as it lay in my 

16411 mind, I hadn't thought of offering the minutes in 
toto of any meeting, not because T care about it, I 

don't know any more about what is in those minutes than 
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the Board counsel dees, but I hadn’t thought that it was 
necessary when there was a simple amendment to the rules 
to put in a mass of minutes which covered matters that had 
no bearing upon the particular point, so that my thought 
was in the stipulation to show just what was done, extract 
from the minutes, which would be all that would cover the 
particular matter, or related to the particular matter, and 
then satisfy counsel for the Board that that was the fact. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Moore and I had a brief discussion on 
it, Mr. Examiner, I suggested to Mr. Moore that he go 
through the minutes and pick out all of the minutes of 
meetings pertaining to the various amendments, and I 
thought we might get together on that and stipulate it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If counsel can agree on that. 

Mr. Moore: With Mr. Jones’ permission I have no doubt 
he will give it to us, we will be glad to undertake to do that. 

Then there is a stipulation that we spoke of a few mo¬ 
ments ago as to the election, just before the recess, as to 
the election in 1937 and 1938, that is the conduct of those 
elections. 

16412 Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, that— 

Mr. Moore: When I say “elections” I mean of 
course to include nominations. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Nominations. 

Mr. Moore: Yes, and we have already started on that. 
Mr. Broun tells me that he has done quite a lot of work 
on it, but there is a considerable amount of work to be done, 
so we will push that as fast as we can. 

Now I indicated also that we had made a rather hurried 
check. We are trying to keep track of things as we are 
going along, but I would like to be able to make a check 
to see whether matters may have been omitted just like 
this one, for instance, with reference to Alec Brant. I can 
conceive of no difficulty ■whatever as to what should be done, 
I believe we can agree readily as to what should be done 
when we have been able to make the final check. 

Then we have pending before the Board in Washington, 
1 don’t know whether you know it or not— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I read the newspapers, 
Mr. Moore, I saw it in the paper this morning. 
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Mr. Moore: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Thereupon, a short discussion was held off the record.) 

16413 Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Moore: It would be just satisfactory for me 
to have that go in at Bethlehem or anywhere else, that is 
quite all right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I would assume as much. 

Mr. Moore: Then in the same way I had planned to put 
in evidence, some evidence, with reference to all of the 
Plans bearing equally upon all of the Plans, so that there 
is no need of our bothering with that anyway, here. 

Trial Examiner Bioom: You mean more or less a his¬ 
tory of the Plan? 

Mr. Moore: Yes, upon the Plan and the whole case— 

Trial Examiner Bioom: Don’t you think that could pos¬ 
sibly go in by way of a stipulation also, Mr. Moore? 

16414 Mr. Moore: It is quite possible, I don’t know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I would think so. 

Mr. Moore: It is quite possible. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Undoubtedly you have access 
to the various documents, correspondence, if any, and I 
am sure that if you would satisfy Board’s counsel of the 
accuracy of the documents, that they would be willing to 
stipulate to all of that material. 

Mr. Moore: Well, I have myself, personally, been pretty 
close to the matter and I have not canvassed the thing with 
reference to the whole. Now, my suggestion is, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, that we ask for an adjournment of a week, I mean by 
that, of course, Monday week, so that we may do the check¬ 
ing, prepare the stipulation, get together with counsel and, 
if possible, have the slate clean promptly on Monday, even 
if it is necessary to call us back for that, it may be that we 
can cover everything by stipulation and it won’t be neces¬ 
sary to come back here, I don’t know. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, before we could even pass 
on that, Mr. Moore, there is the question of possible inter¬ 
vener’s testimony? I should first like to find out— 

Mr. Moore: I am sorry, I hadn’t thought of that, you 
are quite right. 
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16415 Trial Examiner Bloom: If you will recall, the 
order of proof that I indicated was that the respond¬ 
ents would finish at the first place they designated, then 
any intervener, or interveners, who were present might 
introduce their testimony. Mr. Jones, do you have any 
proof to offer! 

Mr. Jones: In that connection the only thing we have 
left to put in, because it has necessarily gone in as part of 
the respondents’ testimony, is the stipulations as to the 
election and the stipulation as to the history of the Plan. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That would go in as part of the 
Respondents’ case. 

Mr. Jones: "We would have no testimony, if those stip¬ 
ulations went through successfully. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: If they don’t go through, there 
will be further respondents’ testimony, necesarily in any 
event ? 

Mr. Jones: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Other than that you have no 

testimonv* 

% 

Mr. Jones: Xo. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Any other interveners present, 
any persons representing other interveners in this pro¬ 
ceeding ? 

16416 (Xo response.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then there would be the ques¬ 
tion of rebuttal testimony bv the Board. Are you prepared 
at this time to indicate whether you have any, Mr. Rose, 
or Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Rose: Well, we may have some, something very 
short. We would like an opportunity to discuss it between 
ourselves. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I assumed as much. 

Mr. Moore: I should say, Mr. Examiner, just for the 
clarity of the record, when I spoke about the two stipula¬ 
tions with reference to the Plan I assumed, of course, that 
counsel for the intervener would have to sign the stipula¬ 
tion with us, I preferred it anyway, because I wouldn’t 
want to put something into the record and have counsel for 
the intervener object to it when it goes in as being inac¬ 
curate. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Oh, I would assume that Mr. 
J ones, from his statement, would be glad to enter into such 
a stipulation. 

Mr. Rose: Of course, if we had known of the situation 
that Mr. Moore has told us about today, we might have 
been more definite on the subject of rebuttal. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I can well imagine that. 

Mr. Shawe: We will confer on the subject over 

16417 the weekend. 

Mr. Moore: Well, of course. I am merely sug¬ 
gesting, because I have tried to be reasonable, if counsel 
for the Board would rather have a few more days, or an¬ 
other week, we will tit in with that all right and we won’t 
delay on anything. 

Mr. Rose: That isn’t necessary. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Concretely, Mr. Moore, what 
is your present request? 

Mr. Moore: That we adjourn until Monday week, what¬ 
ever that date is, to give us an opportunity to do the check¬ 
ing and in the meantime we will be glad to sit down with 
counsel for the Board, we will do the drafting of the stipu¬ 
lations, sit down with counsel for the Board, in the mean¬ 
time, and endeavor to go over them so that when Monday 
week comes we will be in a position to have the stipulations 
agreed upon, or to know definitely just what action we will 
take. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. "Well, your re¬ 
quest, then, is for an adjournment at this time until Mon¬ 
day a week? 

Mr. Moore: That’s right. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Verv well, that is Mon- 

16418 day, May 2nd, we will adjourn until Monday, May 
2nd, at ten o’clock a. m. at this same place, and if 

we do find that counsel can agree upon a stipulation and 
the hearing will thereupon move to some other place, if 
Board’s counsel do not have any rebuttal testimony, then 
we will take up the matter of further place of hearing at 
that time. 

Mr. Moore: Yes. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: In other words, we won’t take 
up that problem at this time at all? 

Mr. Moore: It is understood, of course, that if Board 
counsel doesn’t have any rebuttal and there is no occasion 
for coming back here, we will be notified to that effect? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, you will notify me, or the 
Board, where you propose putting in your next testimony, 
or evidence, and then we will notify all counsel. It is under¬ 
stood, of course, that the notice will be by wire or telephone 
call. 

Mr. Moore: Oh, yes, by telephone, in some way, of 
course you understand that if we don’t go ahead here on 
Monday, May 2nd, it will be necessary for us to have some 
further time in order to prepare for the next place. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We can take that up 
16419 when the problem arises. 

Mr. Moore: I just mentioned it. 

Mr. Shawe: In the event we won’t have any rebuttal tes¬ 
timony, we will let Mr. Moore know as soon as possible, 
that is, as soon as we have reached the decision that we 
won’t have any further rebuttal testimony we will let him 
know so that lie can make other arrangements. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

Monday, May 2nd, ten o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 11:50 o’clock a. m., April 22nd, 1938, the 
hearing adjourned to ten o’clock a. in., Mondav, Mav 2, 
1938.) 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 8161 


16424 “Caption in Board Case designated as No. C-170”. 


R-177 

Room 442, Shoreham Building, 
Washington, D. C., 

Friday, July 16, 1938. 

The above-entitled matter came on for hearing pursuant 
to adjournment, at 9:30 o’clock, a. m. 

Before: 

Frank Bloom, Trial Examiner. 

Appearances: 

Martin I. Rose, Esq., and Earle K. Shawe, Esq., (Wash¬ 
ington, D. C.) Attorneys on behalf of the National 
Labor Relations Board. 

Hoyt A. Moore, Esq., E. Fontaine Broun, Esq., Eugene 
E. Ford, Esq., and Alfred McCormack, Esq., (of the 
firm of Cravath, de Gersdorff, Swaine & Wood), 15 
Broad Street, New York, N. Y., and Kenneth L. Houck, 
Attorneys on behalf of the Respondents. 

Clarence D. Becker, Farmers Trust Building, 11th & 
Pennsylvania; appearing for the Lebanon Plan, In¬ 
terveners. 

Cook and Markcll, 1804 First National Bank Building, 
Baltimore, Maryland, by Charles Markell, Jr., appear¬ 
ing for the Maryland Plan. 

16425 Kiven Killeen, 1000 Ellicott Square, Buffalo, New 
York, appearing for the Lackawanna Plan. 

H. P. McFadden, 112 East Third Street, Bethlehem, Penn¬ 
sylvania; appearing for the Plan of Employees Rep¬ 
resentation at the Bethlehem Plant of the Bethlehem 
Steel Company. 

Anthony Wayne Smith, for the Steel Workers Organiz¬ 
ing Committee. 

16426 Proceedings 

Trial Examiner Bloom: In view of the fact that it has 
been some time since we have had a hearing, I would sug¬ 
gest that the counsel state their appearances on the record. 
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Mr. Shawe: Earle K. Shawe for the National Labor 
Relations Board. 

Mr. McCormack: Alfred McCormack and Kenneth L. 
Houck for the Respondents. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And the interveners who are 
present, will they state their appearances, please? 

Mr. Becker: Clarence D. Becker for the Lebanon Plan, 
interveners. 

Mr. Markell: Cook and Marked, by Charles Marked, Jr., 
for the Maryland Plan. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Anthony Wayne Smith, who has 
just come in and appears for the charging party. Mr. 
Smith, will you state your appearance officially? 

Mr. Smith: The Steel Workers Organizing Committee. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Are there any other appearances 
this morning? 

(No response.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very wed, Mr. Shawe. 

Mr. Shawe: Before we proceed, Mr. Examiner, I have 
here several notices of adjournment that were sent out by 
you, I believe by telegraph; I suggest that they be 
16427 put in the record so as to bring the record up to date. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. I assume 
there is no objection. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. The documents 
referred to by Mr. Shawe will be received in evidence as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 303. 

(Whereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Board’s Exhibit No. 303, and received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

Mr. Shawe: If you will recall, in Johnstown, the record 
was left open for the introduction of several documents, 
formal documents, answers and petitions, interventions of 
the various Plans for Employees Representation. I have 
several of the petitions and answers at this time which I 
would like to put in evidence to make the record complete. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. I will assume also 
that there is no objection to this procedure, Mr. McCormack? 
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Mr. McCormack: No objection. 

Mr. Becker: No objection. 

Mr. Markell: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Previously, Mr. Shawe, when 
documents of that kind have been received they have been 
received as part of Board’s Exhibit No. 1, which is the 
pleadings. I think it would be well if you would 

16428 give a very short statement of what the documents 
are and then they will be received in evidence as 

part of the Board’s Exhibit No. 1. 

Mr. Shawe: I offer at this time, then, as part of Board’s 
Exhibit No. 1, motion of plan of employees representation 
at the Lackawanna plant of Bethlehem Steel Company at 
Lackawanna, New York, for leave to intervene, filed by 
John Sass, Chairman, in the matter of Bethlehem Steel 
Corporation— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I do not think you need read 
that. It is understood that all of these are in this pro¬ 
ceeding. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as a part of Board’s Exhibit No. 1, and was received in 
evidence.) 

Mr. Shawe: I also offer at this time as a part of Board’s 
Exhibit No. 1, answer of plan of employees representation 
at the Lackawanna Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company at 
Lackawanna, New York, intervener. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as a part of Board’s Exhibit No. 1, and was received in 
evidence.) 

Mr. Shawe: I also offer as part of Board’s Exhibit No. 
1, answer of plan of employees representation at the Steel- 
ton Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company, filed by John H. 
Hummel, Chairman of the General Body. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as a part of Board’s Exhibit No. 1, and was received in 
evidence.) 

16429 Mr. Shawe: I might state at this time that I think 
that makes the record complete on all of the peti¬ 
tions and answers filed by the various interveners. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: The offers are received in evi¬ 
dence. 

Are there any further offers of formal documents? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, I have a few more. I also offer at 
this time a certified copy of the order of the Board di¬ 
recting the Trial Examiner to prepare intermediate report, 
issued by the National Labor Relations Board. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That may be received in evi¬ 
dence as part of Board’s Exhibit No. 1. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as a part of Board’s Exhibit No. 1, and was received in 
evidence.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Shawe: I have one other formal document here, Mr. 
Examiner, with reference to one of your rulings concerning 
the order of procedure to be followed in the taking of testi- 
monv. 

If you will recall, several of these formal documents have 
been put into the record on this subject, and I have one 
last document to make the record complete. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

16430 (Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Shawe: I will offer at this time as a part of Board’s 
Exhibit No. 1 an order of the National Labor Relations 
Board denying the petition of the Respondent, Bethlehem 
Steel Company, for an order vacating and setting aside a 
ruling of the Trial Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Made when? 

(The paper was handed to the Trial Examiner.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The ruling referred to was 
made on December 15, 1937. Is there any objection to the 
receipt in evidence of the proposed offer, Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Becker? 

Mr. Becker: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Markell? 

Mr. Markell: No objection. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Smith! 

Mr. Smith: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The document may be received 
as a part of Board’s Exhibit No. 1. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as a part of Board’s Exhibit No. 1, and was received in 
evidence.) 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, during the adjournment that 
we have had, I have had several photostats made of 

16431 exhibits which were placed in evidence, and which I 
had promised to return to the persons to whom they 

belong, and I have checked this list with counsel for the Re¬ 
spondents, and I think it is agreeable for me to substitute 
photostats of several exhibits, which I would like to do 
at this time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Shawe: At this time, Mr. Trial Examiner, I would 
like to substitute photostatic copies and ask leave to with¬ 
draw the original exhibits of Board’s Exhibits 191 through 
196, inclusive. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That would be the numerical 
exhibits! 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, sir. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Together with the lettered sub¬ 
divisions, Mr. Shawe! 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, sir. There are no subdivisions. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Several of them are A’s and 
B’s. Ts there any objection to substituting photostatic 
copies of Board’s Exhibits 191 to 196, both inclusive, for 
the originals, Mr. McCormack, Mr. Becker, Mr. Markell, Mr. 
Smith ! 

(No response.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The documents may be substi¬ 
tuted and the originals withdrawn. 

16432 (Whereupon, the documents above referred to 
were marked as Board’s Exhibits Nos. 191 to 196, 

both inclusive, and were received in evidence in substitu¬ 
tion for the originals.) 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Anything further, Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, sir. Mr. Examiner, if you will recall 
when the witness Lawrence Campbell testified at Johnstown 
we marked for identification certain lists of names that 
were signed at the first meeting of the Citizens Committee, 
and on which there was some dispute at that time. 

During the adjournment I have checked with counsel for 
the Respondent, and we have identical photostats of the 
original lists which were turned over to the Senate Civil 
Liberties Committee. The photostats I have contain cer¬ 
tain printers’ remarks, which are explained by an attached 
letter from Robert Wohlforth, Secretary, and I think it is 
stipulated between counsel for the Respondents and my¬ 
self that these be placed into evidence. 

Mr. McCormack: Let me see that just one second. 

(The paper was handed to Mr. McCormack). 

Mr. Shawe: And I ask leave at this time to withdraw 
Board’s Exhibit 290-A through G for identification, and to 
substitute these exhibits in lieu thereof. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What are these exhibits marked, 
Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Shawe: They were not marked at all. 

16433 Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. Is there any 
objection, Mr. McCormack, to that procedure? 

Mr. McCormack: I think not, Mr. Examiner. I want to 
check the memorandum. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

Mr. McCormack: I will check it in just a moment. 

Mr. Killeen: Kevin Killeen, appearing for the Lacka¬ 
wanna Plan. 

Mr. McCormack: I do not find anything in this memor¬ 
anda about the point, and I assume that this has been 
checked with Mr. Broun? 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct. I might add, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, that the photostats of these exhibits are identical with 
the first page of the Board’s Exhibit 290-A through G, for 
identification. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

Mr. Shawe: At that time T did not have the backs of 
the photostats, about which there was some discussion. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Board’s Exhibit 290-A through 
Gr, both inclusive, may be withdrawn and there may be re¬ 
ceived in evidence as Board’s Exhibit 290 the documents 
referred to by Mr. Shawe, together with the covering letter 
from Mr. Wohlforth. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Board’s Exhibit No. 290-A to G, both inclusive, and was 
received in evidence.) 

16434 Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, in checking through 
some of the exhibits during the adjournment, I no¬ 
ticed that there was a copy of a draft of a plan of em¬ 
ployees representation at the Cambria Plant of the Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company, which was referred to in certain 
minutes, and which was introduced by the Respondent 
through the witness Clare Williams. 

Respondent’s counsel has just furnished me with a copy 
of such draft, which has already been received in evidence, 
but was withdrawn at that time in order that a photostat 
might be made. I have the photostat which has been turned 
over to me by Respondent’s counsel. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I do not recall; was it offered 
as a Board’s exhibit at that time? 

Mr. Shawe: As Respondent’s exhibit. I presume the 
Respondent will probably make his little speech. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection by any¬ 
one? 

Mr. McCormack: I have no objection to Mr. Shawe mak¬ 
ing any statement at all. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, what you want to do, I 
assume, Mr. McCormack and Mr. Shawe, would be to sub¬ 
stitute the photostat of respondent’s Exhibit 198-B for the 
original that was received in evidence? 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. It is so ordered. 
The original may be withdrawn. 

16435 (Whereupon, the document above referred to was 
received in evidence in lieu of the original of Re¬ 
spondent’s Exhibit No. 198-B.) 

Mr. Shawe: I have several other matters which Respon¬ 
dent ’s counsel have agreed upon, but I would like the de- 
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tails to be checked, and I suggest that we postpone that 
matter for the time being. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. Now, Mr. McCor¬ 
mack, do you have anything at this time? 

Mr. McCormack: There are several stipulations which 
are in the process of preparation. The preparation is sub¬ 
stantially complete, but we worked on them until about 
three o’clock this morning and we are having a little diffi¬ 
culty about exhibits. What I would like to do, and I think 
what would be best for everybody concerned, is to get 
tliis thing started and then go back and attempt to finish 
so that counsel for various interveners may sign them and 
get out of Washington this evening. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, I assume that counsel 
for interveners can leave by midnight tonight. The gen¬ 
tlemen from Baltimore certainly would not object. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, in presenting these 
stipulations, it will not be necessary for me to do more 
than describe them briefly. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think a very brief description 
would be sufficient because each stipulation will be 
16436 numbered with an exhibit number. 

Mr. McCormack: With an exhibit number? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: With an exhibit number, so 
that the description can be very, very brief. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. McCormack: The first stipulation is a stipulation 
signed by attorneys for the Board and attorneys for the 
Respondents, striking from the record testimony taken at 
Franklin Borough and Johnstown, and certain exhibits. 
It also contains certain explanatory material. 

I offer this stipulation. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As Respondent’s 199-C? 

Mr. McCormack: As Respondent’s 199-C. I have here, 
counsel has given me a telegram addressed to the Trial 
Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, I turned it over to counsel 
for the Board and requested that he show it to you this 
morning. 

Mr. McCormack: May it be stated of record that coun¬ 
sel—do you want me to put this in? 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 8169 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I suggest that you physically 
place the telegram which you have in your hand in Re¬ 
spondent’s Exhibit 199-C, if you care to, an approval of 
the striking of the testimony. 

Mr. McCormack: An approval by D. P. Weimer, attor¬ 
ney for the Employees Plan of Representation at 

16437 the Cambria Plant. 

It may be understood that “place” means plant, 
in the telegram. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes, I so read the telegram. 

Mr. McCormack: It will be physically affixed to the 
stipulation. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to the 
receipt in evidence of Respondent’s Exhibit 199-C? 

Mr. Smith: No objection, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection from any 
party? Mr. Markell? 

Mr. Markell: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Becker? 

Mr. Becker: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The document may be received 
ns Respondent’s Exhibit 199-C. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Respondent’s 199-C, and was received in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: I have here a stipulation which I offer 
as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-D, which identifies tele¬ 
grams exchanged between Daniel J. Shields, Mayor of the 
City of Johnstown, and Eugene G. Grace, President of Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company; which states the fact that they were 
sent and received, and the date. This stipulation was made 
quite a long time ago, Mr. Examiner, before we got 

16438 the mechanics of this straightened out and it does 
not call for marking the two documents as exhibits. 

I would like, however, to offer— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. McCormack, you notice that 
the photostats are tagged right into the stipulation, is that 
correct? 

Mr. McCormack: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, then, I think it would be 
sufficient if a stipulation is received in evidence, to include 
by reference Appendix A and Appendix B. 
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Mr. McCormack: That is perfectly satisfactory, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to the 
receipt in evidence of Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-D, to 
which is annexed two telegrams, one from Daniel J. Shields, 
and one from Eugene G. Grace? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Any objection? 

(No response.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The document may be received 
as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-D. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-D, and was received in 
evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, the next stipula- 
16439 tion is a very long one and deals with the nomina¬ 
tions and elections held in 1937 and 1938 under the 
plan of employees’ representation at the Cambria Plant. 
It is set up so as to call for the exhibits to be offered ser¬ 
iatim and marked. They are numbered as Respondent’s 
Exhibits beginning with 200. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: How many are there? Off the 
record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. McCormick: There are 45 of them. 

I now offer in evidence, as Respondent’s Exhibit 199-E 
the stipulation covering the nominations and elections at 
the Cambria Plant, which I have just described. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The document may be received 
in evidence as Respondent’s Exhibit 199-E. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-E, and was received in 
evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: I now offer in evidence, Mr. Examiner, 
45 documents which are numbered consecutively as Re¬ 
spondent’s Exhibits 200 to 244, and are described in Re¬ 
spondent’s Exhibit 199-E. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

16440 Trial Examiner Bloom: There being no objec¬ 
tion from anyone, the documents referred to by Mr. 

McCormack, and which are referred to in Respondent’s Ex¬ 
hibit 199-E may be received in evidence as Respondent’s 
Exhibits 200 to 244, both inclusive. 

(Whereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Respondent’s Exhibits Nos. 200 to 244, both 
inclusive, and were received in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: I now offer in evidence, as Respon¬ 
dent’s Exhibit 199-F a stipulation covering the history of 
the plan of employees ’ representation at the Cambria Plant. 
This stipulation has been signed by counsel for the Board, 
for the Respondents, for the Plan of Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentation, and counsel for the Steel W 7 orkers Organizing 
Committee. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to the 
receipt in evidence of the Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-F? 

(No response.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be received in evidence 
as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-F. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-F, and was received in 
evidence.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Does that document, Mr. Mc¬ 
Cormack, refer to other than these exhibits? 

Mr. McCormack: I have them. I now offer in evidence 
as Respondent’s Exhibits 245 to 250, inclusive, the 

16441 exhibits which are called for by Respondent’s Ex¬ 
hibit 199-F, and are described therein. m 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to the 
receipt in evidence of Respondent’s Exhibits 245 to 250, 
both inclusive ? 

(No response.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The documents so identified may 
be received in evidence as Respondent’s Exhibits 245 to 
250, both inclusive. 
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(Whereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Respondent’s Exhibits Nos. 245 to 250, both 
inclusive, and were received in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: I think we have probably arrived at 
a point, Mr. Examiner, where we ought to go out and do 
a little more knitting and get ready for the next session. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. Would you suggest 
two o’clock, or one-thirty? 

Mr. McCormack: I would suggest one-thirtv or two. 
Let’s make it two o’clock. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We will adjourn at this time 
until two o’clock, at the same place. 

(Whereupon, at 10:30 o’clock, a. m., a recess was taken 
until 2:00 o’clock, p. m.) 


16442 Afternoon Session . 

(Whereupon, the hearing was resumed, pursuant to the 
recess, at 3:10 o’clock, p. m.) 


Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford, this morning Mr. 
McCormack was offering certain stipulations. If you want 
to continue along that line, you may. Mr. Shawe had some 
things that he had not finished. 

Mr. Shawe: There are several items about which I spoke 
to Mr. McCormack this morning, that he was going to finish. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then you are not in position 
now to finish? 

Mr. Shawe: No. I supposed that Mr. Ford had certain 
documents he wanted to offer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You may proceed, Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Ford: I have gone through the various exhibits 
for identification I had marked for identification in Johns¬ 
town, issues of the Johnstown Tribune and the Johnstown 
Democrat of May, June and perhaps July, 1937. I have 
gone through them and selected those clippings that ap¬ 
peared to me material to the purpose for which I would 
like to offer them, and I have had the clippings photostated 
and bound in board covers. 
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Attached to each photostat is a typewritten slip explain¬ 
ing just what the particular photostat is. 

16443 I want to offer in evidence the photostatic copies 
of the clippings. I have with me the exhibits for 

identification in case there is any question about the accur¬ 
acy of the statements made in the typewritten slips that 
are attached to the photostats. 

If they are admitted in evidence, it would be my sug¬ 
gestion that they be given the exhibit numbers that are 
written lightly in pencil on the typewritten slips. 

I can explain very briefly. For instance, in the case of 
respondents’ exhibit No. 56 for identification, the first 
photostat of a clipping would be, if it were admitted in 
evidence, respondents’ exhibit 56-a. The next one would 
be respondents’ exhibit 56-b, and so forth. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then how will your offer read, 
Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Ford: It will read, “56-a”, etc. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I mean, assuming that this is 
rejected, you will want to save your record. I am just 
wondering how we can protect your record adequately in 
the event the offer is rejected. 

Mr. Ford: I think the best thing to do would be to have 
the reporter mark on each photostat, on the typewritten 
slip, an exhibit number for identification corresponding with 
the number that I have already put on lightly in pencil in 
order that we can refer to that after it is done on 

16444 the record; in other words, we can refer to the photo¬ 
stat by the exhibit numbers for identification. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(There was discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I have several questions I 
would like to ask counsel for the respondents. First, I 
would like to know the purpose of the offer. 

Mr. Ford: I think that is covered by what was said in 
Johnstown. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Ford, if you will recall, 
when we discussed this in Johnstown, it was in an off-the- 
record conversation after the session one day. I do not 
think you have made a statement on the record as to the 
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purpose. You may remember we discussed it one after¬ 
noon with Mr. McCormack, Mr. Shawe, Mr. Rose, yourself 
and myself; and thereafter Mr. McCormack sent me sev¬ 
eral citations of cases which might bear on this general 
question; which cases, I might add, I have read. I think 
you might want to make your position on this clear in the 
record. 

Mr. Shawe: That is my recollection. I do not think any¬ 
thing appears in the record on this subject. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I do not think so. 

Mr. Ford: The purpose of this offer is to show the 
state of mind of the residents of the city of Johns- 

16445 town and vicinity during the period covered by the 
newspapers that are involved, and particularly the 

state of mind of members of the Citizens Committee, which 
I think is a relevant and material issue. 

As to the relationship between the activities of the Citi¬ 
zens Committee and the respondent, Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany, the record in Johnstown shows the circulation figures 
in Johnstown of each one of these exhibits. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That was shown by Mr. Linden, 
was it not? 

Mr. Ford: That is correct. A number of witnesses have 
testified generally to the fact that they read as a regular 
habit, both of the newspapers, that is, the Johnstown Tri¬ 
bune and the Johnstown Democrat during the period cov¬ 
ered by the newspapers; and I think that the citations to 
which we have referred, Mr. Examiner, but which I do not 
have at hand, bear on the question of using newspapers to 
show the state of mind of the communitv. 

Mr. Shawe: I would also like to ask counsel for the 
respondents if these exhibits contain every single item of 
strike news which was published in newspapers covering 
that period. 

Mr. Ford: They do not. They contain only those news 
items that T deemed material. It is open to counsel for 
the Board to examine the same exhibits for identifica- 

16446 tion and select any item I may have overlooked and 
offer it if he wants to put them all in. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I object to the offer, first on 
the ground that it is entirely immaterial, irrelevant and in¬ 
competent. Secondly, I submit that these are strike items 
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which have been selected solely by the respondents and do 
not include all of the strike items contained in the news¬ 
papers which may or may not have affected the community 
which Mr. Ford has referred to. 

I further object to the offer at this time on the ground 
that the exhibits were not offered when the respondents’ 
witness testified on matters contained in the newspapers; 
and to offer them at this time deprives counsel for the 
Board of the opportunity of making inquiry from the wit¬ 
nesses as to what they did read in the newspapers and to 
show what effect, if any, these newspapers might have had 
on their state of mind. 

Mr. Ford: On that I may say that a number of witnesses 
did testify generally as to what they read. It is not my 
purpose to prove through these newspapers that any spe¬ 
cific witness read any specific items. My purpose is merely 
to show generally what the community was reading during 
the months of May and June, 1937. 

I would like to ask counsel for the Board to clarify his 
objection. As I understand it, he makes no objec- 
16447 tion based upon the fact that the documents which 
I have here now and which I intend to offer are 
photostatic copies of newspapers. 

Mr. Shawe: No, I make no objection on that ground. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As I understand it, Mr. Shawe, 
your objection is based entirely on the ground of want of 
relevancy and materiality. 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct, Mr. Examiner. 

With reference to counsel’s statement that these news¬ 
papers are offered for the purpose of reflecting generally 
what effect the reading of these items contained in these 
newspapers may have had on the state of mind of the com¬ 
munity of Johnstown and surrounding areas, I submit that 
as counsel for the respondent has stated, that he himself 
has determined which newspaper items on the strike were 
important: and it is not fair for counsel to select, himself, 
only those items which he deems relevant. 

I submit that if they should be offered at all, that all 
the items pertaining to the strike should be offered. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Surely, Mr. Shawe, you do not 
expect counsel to offer documents which they think are ir¬ 
relevant. 
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Why not do this, Mr. Ford—I want to look this over be¬ 
fore I rule on it; I would suggest that any further argu¬ 
ment you might have in support of your offer, you 

16448 defer and submit in your brief and I will be very 
glad to peruse it. 

For the time being, in order to keep the record clear, 
why do not we give this entire book the number “ Respon¬ 
dent’s Exhibit No. 199-G, for identification,” it being un¬ 
derstood that that exhibit will contain the individual ex¬ 
hibits listed within ? 

Mr. Ford: Very well. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And I am reserving ruling on 
respondent’s exhibit 199-G for identification and will not 
rule on it at this time or until I have considered the matter 
more fully. 

Mr. Ford: On the individual pages, in respondent’s ex¬ 
hibit for identification No. 199-G, I have already referred 
to the typewritten slips attached to each sheet. I would 
like to ask counsel for the Board if he will concede that the 
statements made on the slips for the purpose of the record 
merely, state the facts? 

Of course, he has not had an opportunity to check the 
accuracy of them and his agreement would be subject to 
examination and correction of any inaccuracies. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Why not do it this way: After 
this hearing is concluded today, if it is, Mr. Shawe will 
be able to examine this more or less at his leisure and he 
can notify me in writing whether he has any objection to 
any part of the exhibit, and he will also notify you, 

16449 Mr. Ford. 

Mr. Shawe: I shall be glad to do that. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That does not have to be done 
todav. 

Mr. Shawe: I would like the record to show that this 
is the first time I have seen this exhibit. 

Mr. Ford: The reason I asked that is because I do not 
want to dictate into the record now a description of what 
each sheet in respondent’s exhibit No. 199-G purports to be. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: How many pages are there in 
that exhibit, about a hundred? 

Mr. Ford: I am sorry; I do not know, exactly. There 
must be between 75 and 100. 
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(Thereupon the photostats above described were marked 
Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-6 for identification.) 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Examiner, counsel for the respondent, 
Bethlehem Steel Company, would like to say, for the pur¬ 
poses of the record, that two issues of the Bethlehem Re¬ 
view: The issues of January 15, 1938 and March 5, 1938, 
which are Board’s exhibits Nos. 302 and 297, respectively, 
were sent to employees of the respondent, Bethlehem Steel 
Company, through the United States Mail, addressed to 
the employees at their homes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: You say ‘ 6 employees ’ ’. Are you 
limiting this to one plant or to all plants? 

16450 Mr. Ford: To all of the plants. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: To all of the plants listed 
in the complaint? 

Mr. Ford: To show how’ the Review was distributed. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I think we have a stipula¬ 
tion which has already been typed but has not been signed 
as yet, which covers the situation. What I think Mr. Ford 
has reference to is this: It was not quite clear in the 
record at Johnstown whether these reviews were distributed 
to the employees through the United States Mails or in 
the plant, and I told Mr. Ford and Mr. Ford’s associate, 
Mr. Broun, that I would accept his statement as to the 
facts. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: So this statement of Mr. Ford’s 
goes back to the Johnstown situation. 

Mr. Shawe: Yes; this is as to Johnstown. That is 
correct, is it not? 

Mr. Ford: I think that is correct. There may be some 
other but it will be shown in the stipulation which is to be 
entered into probably this afternoon some time. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What is next? 

Mr. Ford: There are several items I referred to. There 
was a further meeting on the part of Mr. McCormack. He 
will be here later in the afternoon. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Then you have nothing fur¬ 
ther now, Mr. Ford? 

16451 Mr. Ford: Not at the moment. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Have you anything, Mr. 


Shawe? 
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Mr. Shawe: Not at the moment. I suggest that we take 
an adjournment for ten or fifteen minutes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: We will recess at this time until 
3:45 o’clock p. m. 

(Thereupon, at 3:30 o’clock p. m., a recess was taken until 
3:45 o’clock p. m. 

16452 Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I would like to offer 
at this time a certified copy of an extract from the 

docket of the office of the Clerk of Court of Cambria County, 
located at Ebensburg, Pennsylvania. You recall there was 
certain testimony given at Johnstown with reference to the 
acquittal of a person named Ranko Trivanovich. Some 
question was raised as to whether or not Ranko Trivano¬ 
vich had been acquitted. I would like to offer this docu¬ 
ment to show that the records of the Clerk’s office at Ebens¬ 
burg show that the person named had been acquitted. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, we do not concede the 
materiality or relevancy of this document, but I make no 
objection to its being introduced in evidence. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The document will be received 
as Board’s exhibit number 303. 

(The document referred to was marked Board’s Exhibit 
No. 303 and received in evidence.) 

Mr. Shawe: May I say that the person who testified with 
reference to this matter was Respondent’s witness Milton 
Helsel. 

I have here three documents which I would like to have 
marked for identification. 

(The documents referred to vrere marked Board’s Ex¬ 
hibits 304, 305, and 306 for identification.) 

Mr. Shawe: I now offer Board’s exhibits for identifica¬ 
tion numbers 304, 305, and 306, which are as follows: 

16453 Board’s exhibit No. 304 is a copy of * 6 Steel Facts.’’ 
Trial Examiner Bloom: They were marked for 

identification, so I do not believe it will be necessary to 
describe them. 

Mr. Shawe: I would like to offer them as documents 
which were distributed by the Bethlehem Steel Company to 
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some of its employees at the Cambria Plant at Johnstown, 
Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Ford: Mr. Examiner, we do not dispute the authen¬ 
ticity of these documents or Mr. Shawe’s statement that 
they were distributed to some of the employees at the Cam¬ 
bria Plant of the Bethlehem Steel Company, but we ob¬ 
ject to them as being irrelevant and immaterial. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The objection is overruled. The 
documents will be received as Board’s exhibits Nos. 304, 
305, and 306. 

(The documents referred to were received in evidence 
as Board’s Exhibits Nos. 304, 305, and 306.) 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, if you will recall, during 
the hearings held at Johnstown respondent's counsel made 
application to you for a subpoena for the personal appear¬ 
ance of one David MacDonald and also for a subpoena 
duces tecum for one David MacDonald, which applications 
for subpoenas were denied. Subsequent to your denial, re¬ 
spondents have appealed your ruling to the Board and the 
matter is now pending before the Board. In view of the 
fact that the subpoena duces tecum asked for all con- 
16454 tracts entered into between the Steel Workers Or¬ 
ganizing Committee and the subsidiaries of the 
United States Steel Corporation, I would like to state for 
the record that I have now in the hearing room and am 
willing to turn over to respondent’s counsel copies of all 
contracts entered into between the Steel Workers Organiz¬ 
ing Committee and the United States Steel Corporation. 

Mr. McCormack: May I have this document marked for 
identification as Respondent’s exhibit 251? 

(The document referred to was marked Respondent’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 251 for identification.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, Respondent’s exhibit 
for identification No. 251 is an affidavit of Lee Pressman, 
general counsel for the Steel Workers Organizing Commit¬ 
tee, to which are annexed three agreements between the 
Carnegie-Ulinois Steel Corporation and the Steel Work¬ 
ers Organizing Committee. We accept these documents as 
authentic and understand from counsel for the Board that 
identical agreements were entered into between the Steel 
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Workers Organizing Committee and other steel producing 
subsidiaries of the United States Steel Corporation. 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct. I think the affidavit of 
Mr. Lee Pressman so states. 

Mr. McCormack: We accept these agreements and will 
offer them in evidence, accepting them as satisfying our 
application for a subpoena duces tecum, so that it 

16455 will not be necessary for the Board to pass on that 
part of our petition to review the ruling of the Ex¬ 
aminer denying our application. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I have brought the contracts 
here for whatever purpose the Respondents want to make 
of them. However, I do object to their admissibility in 
evidence, not on the ground of authenticity, but on the 
ground of relevancy and materiality. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: What will be the status, then, of 
your petition appealing the order denying the application? 
Had you quite finished your statement? 

Mr. McCormack: If there is any question in your mind, 
Mr. Examiner, about the admissibility of these documents, 
that is a matter we would like to brief. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I think that is a good sugges¬ 
tion because you will recall at the time I denied the applica¬ 
tion I stated even before I had seen the documents that I 
could not quite see their materiality in this case. If you 
make a former offer of the document, Exhibit No. 251, I 
will reserve ruling on it and will rule on the offer after I 
have considered your brief in the proceedings. 

Mr. McCormack: I offer in evidence Respondent’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 251 for identification. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Ruling reserved. 

Mr. McCormack: May I have this document marked for 
identification? 

16456 (The document referred to was marked Respon¬ 
dent’s Exhibit No. 252 for identification.) 

Mr. McCormack: Respondent’s exhibit for identifica¬ 
tion 252, Mr. Examiner, is an agreement of the 7th of 
March, 1938, between General Motors Corporation and In¬ 
ternational Union, United Automobile Workers of America. 
I offer this document in evidence upon the same theory as 
the other documents offered in evidence. Mr. Shawe has 
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agreed with me that the document which I have is authentic. 

Mr. Shawe: I make the same objection to this offer as 
I made to the other offer. I object to it on the ground that 
it is entirely immaterial and irrelevant to these proceedings. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The same ruling; I will rule on 
it at the same time that I rule on the other offer. 

Mr. McCormack: In so far as concerns the application 
which we made before you for a subpoena ad testificandum 
for Mr. MacDonald, which is also included in our applica¬ 
tion to the Board to review the Examiner’s ruling, the 
Board has made no ruling on our petition and obviously 
at this stage if the record is to be closed the ruling can 
not be made in advance of submission of the case to the 
Examiner. Our right to such a subpoena is one that we 
would like to argue and brief before you. We therefore 
are in agreement with counsel for the Board that we will 
not ask the Board to decide our petition at this time 
16457 and we will ask you to review your ruling in connec¬ 
tion with your decision in the case and the prepara¬ 
tion of your intermediate report.- We reserve our excep¬ 
tion and our right to argue before the Board that we should 
be allowed to call this witness. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Of course, you would always 
have that right, that is, to argue an exception to a ruling. 
By abandoning your appeal, if you want to call it that, at 
this time, you certainly would not be in a position of aban¬ 
doning the appeal from the ruling at some possible time 
in the future. At any rate, I would be very glad to re¬ 
consider my ruling. T have been known to change my mind 
before and I may do it again. 

Mr. Shawe: I would also like the record to show at this 
time that I have since reviewed the application of counsel 
for the Respondents from your ruling with reference to 
the subpoenas for David MacDonald and I have noted that 
in that application they have stated that Board’s counsel 
made no objection to such application. I want the record 
to show that Board’s counsel had no knowledge whatsoever 
that such application was made and no opportunity was 
offered to make such objections. 

Mr. McCormack: I do not understand what that means, 
Mr. Examiner. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: I think I can probably explain 
that the application was filed with me. It was not filed 
formally in the record. It was delivered to me, the 

16458 idea being that this is something that the Examiner 
passes on. When I announced my ruling no one else 

had seen the applications for the subpoenas, as far as I 
know. At least, as for as I know, the Board's counsel never 
saw those applications. 

Mr. McCormack: * I was under the impression that 
Board’s counsel were furnished with copies. 

Mr. Shawe: The applications for the subpoenas were 
not furnished to us, nor did we have the opportunity to 
see such applications until after the ruling was handed 
down by the Trial Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It was my theory at the time 
and still is that the application for subpoena is not the 
concern of other counsel to the proceedings. The applica¬ 
tion is made to the Examiner, who either grants or denies 
the application. 

Mr. McCormack: Whatever the record shows, it shows. 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I do not think that would show 
in the record one way or another. They were delivered to 
me at my hotel room. 

Mr. Shawe: The first time we heard that such an ap¬ 
plication was made was when you denied the application. 

Mr. McCormack: This is something we have not dis¬ 
cussed before. 

Mr. Shawe: I am sorry, I just wanted to state my posi¬ 
tion in the record. 

16459 Mr. McCormack: I think counsel’s objection is 
as good now as it was before, in all probability. 

Mr. Shawe: We made no objection whatever because we 
had no opportunity to make an objection. 

Mr. McCormack: Well, you object? 

Mr. Shawe: I object now and I object very strenuously. 

Mr. McCormack: May the petition for review, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer, of which I have a copy certified by the Secretary of 
the Board, be included among the pleadings as part of 
Board’s exhibit No. 1? 

Mr. Shawe: Certainly, I have no objection. 
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Mr. Examiner, since the adjournment of the hearing at 
Johnstown on April 22, 1938, counsel for the respondents, 
counsel for the various interveners, counsel for the Steel 
Workers Organizing Committee, the charging party, and 
counsel for the Board, have entered into various stipula¬ 
tions concerning the history and operation of the various 
plans of employees ’ representation in effect at the follow¬ 
ing plants of the Bethlehem Steel Company, namely, the 
Bethlehem Piant located at Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, the 
Maryland Plant located at Sparrows Point, Maryland, the 
Lebanon Plant located at Lebanon, Pennsylvania, the Kan- 
kin Works located at Rankin, Pennsylvania, the Leetsdale 
Works located at Leetsdale, Pennsylvania, the Lacka¬ 
wanna Piant located at Buffalo, New York, and the Steel- 
ton Plant located at Steelton, Pennsylvania. 

16460 On behalf of the National Labor Relations Board, 
1 wish to thank counsel for respondents and the 

other parties for their splendid cooperation and help in the 
preparation of the various exhibits which will be placed in 
the record this afternoon. These stipulations obviate the 
necessity of a great deal of testimony, with its attendant 
expense to all parties. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, while I am appalled at 
the number of exhibits we are putting into the record, I do 
think that the efforts w’e have made have not only saved 
time but also made for a smaller, more usable, and better 
record. Counsel for the Board is given the same thanks 
for his cooperation, I think, that he has given the other 
counsel. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On behalf of myself I would 
like to thank all counsel for cutting down this record, be¬ 
cause I am going to have to read it. 

Mr. McFadden: On behalf of the interveners, may 1 
say amen. 

16461 Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, the counsel for 
the interveners who are here have signed all the 

stipulations they are committed to sign. They are inter¬ 
ested in only one point, and that is whether we may have a 
short period of time in w T hich to file formal motions, per¬ 
haps a week or ten days. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: How r much time do you sug¬ 
gest? 
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Mr. McCormack: A week or ten days. 

Mr. Killeen: That will be satisfactory. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. After the close of 
the hearing, which we expect will be today, counsel may 
make such motions as they see fit within the following ten 
days, which will be Monday a week. 

It is understood that the motions can be made by send¬ 
ing them here to me in Washington, and I will have them 
incorporated as part of the record. 

Mr. McCormack: I have here, Mr. Examiner, a stipula¬ 
tion signed by all the parties and intervenors covering the 
origin and history of the plans of employees representa¬ 
tion in effect at the various plants of the respondent Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company. 

I offer this stipulation in evidence as Respondent’s Ex¬ 
hibit 199-1. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection to the re¬ 
ceipt in evidence of this stipulation? 

Mr. Shawe: 1 have no objection. 

16462 Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be received in 
evidence as Respondent’s Exhibit 199-1. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was 
marked as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 199-1, and was re¬ 
ceived in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I offer in evidence 125 
exhibits which are described in the stipulation and which 
are to be admitted pursuant to the stipulation. I offer 
these in evidence to be marked “Stipulated Exhibits Nos. 
1 to 125,” inclusive. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection to the receipt 
in evidence of stipulated exhibits Nos. 1 to 125, both in- 
cusive? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: They may be received as such 
exhibits. 

(Whereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Stipulated Exhibits Nos. 1 to 125, both inclu¬ 
sive, and were received in evidence.) 

Mr. Shawe: Shall we proceed? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Proceed, Mr. Shawe. 
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Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, counsel for the National 
Labor Relations Board and counsel for the Steel Workers 
Organizing Committee and counsel for the respondent 
Bethlehem Steel Company stipulate that copies of a poster 
entitled “A Message,” a true and correct copy of 

16463 which has been received in evidence as Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 17 were prepared by Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany and were posted by it on or about January 15,1937, in 
its Bethlehem Plant, its Lebanon plant, in its Lackawanna 
plant, in its Maryland plant, in its Steelton plant, in its con¬ 
centrator plant, in its Rankin works, and in its Leetsdale 
works at places where they were visible to the employees at 
said plants and works, respectively. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is it so stipulated? 

Mr. McCormack: It is so stipulated. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I offer in evidence as 
stipulated Exhibit No. 135 a stipulation signed by the attor¬ 
neys for the Board, the S. W. 0. C., and the Respondent 
Bethlehem Steel Company striking from the record very 
substantial portions thereof and exhibits introduced in con¬ 
nection with the testimony so stricken. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be received in evidence 
as stipulated exhibit No. 135. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Stipulated Exhibit No. 135, and was received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I offer as Stipulated 
Exhibit No. 136 a stipulation with respect to the in- 

16464 tervention of counsel for the plan of employees’ rep¬ 
resentation of the Maryland plant and striking the 

record with respect to the Maryland plant. This stipulation 
contains two blanks where there are to be inserted letters 
designating parts of Board’s Exhibit No. 1. I understand 
counsel for the Board will see that these numbers are pro¬ 
perly inserted. 

Mr. Shaw’e: Said motion and said answer referred to 
are already in evidence. They were placed in evidence 
either this morning or in Johnstown. I do not recall the 
exact number. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: You will fill in the blanks, will 
you, Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Shawe: I shall be glad to do so. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection to the ex¬ 
hibit ? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The document may be received 
in evidence as stipulated exhibit No. 136. 

('Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Stipulated Exhibit No. 136, and was received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I offer in evidence as 
as Stipulated Exhibit No. 137 a similar stipulation with re¬ 
spect to the plan of employees’ representation at the Lacka¬ 
wanna plant and the striking of the record with respect to 
such plant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

16465 Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be received in evi¬ 
dence as Stipulated Exhibit No. 137. 

('Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Stipulated Exhibit No. 137, and was received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I offer in evidence as 
stipulated exhibit No. 138 a similar stipulation with respect 
to the plan of employees’ representation at the Lebanon 
plant and the record made with respect to such plant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be received in evidence 
as stipulated exhibit No. 138. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Stipulated Exhibit No. 138, and was received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I offer in evidence stip¬ 
ulated Exhibit No. 139, being a similar stipulation with re¬ 
spect to the plan of employees’ representation at the Beth¬ 
lehem plant and the record with respect to such plant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection? 
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Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be received as stipulated 
exhibit No. 139. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was 

16466 marked as Stipulated Exhibit No-. 139, and was re¬ 
ceived in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I offer as stipulated 
exhibit No. 140 a stipulation signed by attorneys for the 
Board and counsel for the respondent Bethlehem Steel 
Company, that the clipping which is Board’s Exhibit No. 
29, or copies thereof, were distributed as set forth in the 
stipulation. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be received in evidence 
as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 140. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Stipulated Exhibit No. 140, and was received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I offer in evidence as 
stipulated exhibit No. 141 a stipulation which covers the 
amount of free time, or spare time, which employees at the 
various plants of the company have during working hours, 
and certain other matters. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection? 

Mr. Shawe: No objection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be received in evidence 
as stipulated exhibit No. 141. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Stipulated Exhibit No. 141, and was received in evi¬ 
dence.) 

16467 Mr. McCormack: In reference to stipulated ex¬ 
hibit 141, it is conceded of record that the plans of 

employees’ representation did not pay rent for the plants 
of the Bethlehem Steel Company in connection with the 
holding of nominations and elections. 

I offer as stipulated exhibit 142 a stipulation with respect 
to certain pamphlets which are to be offered in evidence by 
the Board and given three Board exhibit numbers. 
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Trial Examiner Bloom: Stipulated exhibit No. 142 may 
be received in evidence, as may Board’s exhibits Nos. 307, 
308, and 309, referred to in stipulated exhibit No. 142. 

(Stipulated Exhibit No. 142, and Board’s Exhibits Nos. 
307, 308, and 309 were received in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: I offer as stipulated exhibit No. 143 
a stipulation with respect to the sending and receiving of a 
letter from Richard II. Wilmer to J. "Warren Madden. Pur¬ 
suant to this stipulation, Mr. Wilmer’s original letter to Mr. 
Madden is to be offered in evidence by the Board as Beard’s 
exhibit 310. 

Tral Examiner Bloom: Is that the same letter that was 
previously in evidence? 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well; the stipulated ex¬ 
hibit may be received in evidence and the letter from Mr. 
Wilmer to Mr. Madden may be received in evidence as 
Board’s Exhibit No. 310. 

16468 (The letter referred to was marked Board’s Ex¬ 
hibit No. 310 and received in evidence.) 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, in view of the fact .that we 
have not drawn up any stipulations with reference to the 
striking of certain testimony that was taken with reference 
to the plan of employees’ representation at the steel plant 
of the Bethlehem Steel Company at Steelton, Pennsylvania, 
I now move that pages 9713, line 20, through 9721, inclusive, 
of the record be physically stricken from the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there an objection? 

Mr. McCormack: The Respondent makes no objection to 
the striking of those pages, but I have been requested to say 
that Mr. Storey, counsel for the plan of employees’ repre¬ 
sentation at the Steelton Plant, objects to the striking of 
this part of the record on the ground that it is not necessary 
to accomplish the purposes sought to be accomplished, and 
that it would deprive him of the right to rely on the fact 
that no testimony with respect to the Steelton plan was in¬ 
troduced except a copy of the plan itself. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, the reason I moved to strike 
the record with reference to the Steelton plan was that the 
plan is covered very completely in the stipulations which 
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we have introduced here today. The plan has been intro¬ 
duced through the stipulations, and there is a saving of that 
part of the record. It serves no purpose whatever. 

16469 Trial Examiner Bloom: I will grant the motion to 
strike. 

Mr. Ford: I would like the record to show and I would 
like to call Mr. Shawe’s attention to the fact that I have 
turned over to the official reporter various Johnstown Trib¬ 
unes and Johnstown Democrats that were marked for iden¬ 
tification while the witness Linden was on the stand for the 
second time last winter. 

Mr. McCormack: I offer as stipulated exhibits 144 and 
145 two stipulations. The first states the reason why one 
Howard Kratzcr was not called as a witness by respondent 
Bethlehem Steel Company. It is understood that the Board 
does not stipulate as a fact to the reasons stated but stipu¬ 
lates that witnesses for respondent Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany would so testify if called as witnesses. 

My reason for making this statement is to avoid the re¬ 
writing of the stipulation at this late hour. This stipula- 
ton covers other matters as well. 

Pursuant to the stipulation, 1 offer in evidence as Re¬ 
spondent’s exhibit 253 a certified copy of an abstract from 
the record in a case before the Court of Quarter Sessions of 
Cambria County, Pennsylvania. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Stipulated exhibit 144 may be 
received in evidence, as may Respondent’s exhibit 253, re¬ 
ferred to in stipulated exhibit 144. 

16470 (The documents referred to, Stipulated Exhibit 
No. 144 and Respondent’s Exhibit No. 253, were re¬ 
ceived in evidence.) 

16471 Mr. McCormack: Also pursuant to stipulated 
Exhibit 144, I offer in evidence a certified copy of 

the transcript of the testimony taken in the proceedings 
which I have referred to. I also offer in evidence, pursuant 
to the same stipulation, as Respondent’s Exhibit 255, a cer¬ 
tificate of the Clerk of said Court of Quarter Sessions of the 
County of Cambria, to the acquittal of Howard Kratzer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Respondent’s Exhibits 254 and 
255 for identification may be received in evidence. 
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(Whereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Respondent’s Exhibits 254 and 255, and were 
received in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Referring: to stipulated exhibit 145, I 
offer in evidence, as Respondent’s Exhibits 256 and 257, 
certified copies of extracts from the records of the court to 
which I have referred in a case involving Kenneth Corle, 
Hiram Rollins, and Orval Smith, and a case involving Orval 
Smith, respectively. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Stipulated Exhibit 145, and Re¬ 
spondent’s Exhibits 256 and 257 may be received in evi¬ 
dence. 

(Whereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Stipulated Exhibits 145 and Respondent’s Ex¬ 
hibits 256 and 257, and were received in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: Pursuant to the same stipulation, I 
offer in evidence, as Respondent’s Exhibit 258, certified 
copy of the transcript taken in the two cases which 
16472 have been referred to. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is the stipulated 
exhibit, 146? 

Mr. McCormack: No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Oh, pursuant to the same stip¬ 
ulation. 

Mr. McCormack: Yes. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Respondent’s Exhibit No. 258 
may be received in evidence. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was 
marked as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 258, and was received 
in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: And two certificates of the clerk of 
court of the Quarter Sessions, Cambria County, attesting 
to the acquittal of the individuals named, such certificates 
being offered as Respondent’s Exhibits 259 and 260. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Respondent’s Exhibits Nos. 259 
and 260 may be received in evidence. 

(Whereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Respondent’s Exhibits 259 and 260, and were 
received in evidence.) 
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Mr. McCormack: We have agreed with counsel for the 
Board that Board’s Exhibit 226, stricken from the record 
by one of the stipulations, may be received with a new num¬ 
ber, as Board’s Exhibit No. 311. 

16473 Trial Examiner Bloom: It may be so received. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was marked 
as Board’s Exhibit No. 311, and was received in evidence.) 

Mr. McCormack: I offer stipulated Exhibit 146, dealing 
with a certain publication known as the Bethlehem Review, 
which stipulations calls for the introduction in evidence, as 
stipulated Exhibits 126 to 134, inclusive, various issues of 
that publication, and I now offer the copies of the publica¬ 
tion as stipulated exhibits 126 to 134, inclusive. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right, stipulated exhibits 
146 and stipulated exhibits 126 to 134, inclusive, may be re¬ 
ceived in evidence. 

(Whereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Stipulated Exhibits 146, and 126 to 134, inclu¬ 
sive, and were received in evidence. ) 

Mr. McCormack: I should like to note on the record that 
these documents arc introduced at the request of the Board. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection to the 
statement ? 

Mr. Shawe: They were offered pursuant to my sugges¬ 
tion. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Anything further, gentlemen? 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I offer in evidence, as 
Board’s Exhibit 312-a and B, what purports to be a letter 
addressed to the Honorable Governor George H. Earle, 
Governor of Pennsylvania, which is typewritten 

16474 under the letterhead of of the Ministerial Associa¬ 
tion, Johnstown, Pennsylvania. Such letter is un¬ 
signed. However, there are annexed thereto certain signa¬ 
tures of the various ministers of Johnstown, Pennsylvania, 
who are members of the Ministerial Association. 

Annexed thereto is a copy—which is Board’s Exhibit 
312-B for identification—is a copy of the reply which was 
sent by the Honorable Governor Earle to Mr. Henry, a 
member of the Ministerial Association. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there any objection? 
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Mr. Ford: Mr. Examiner, Respondent Bethlehem Steel 
Company concedes that Board's Exhibits 312-A and 312-B 
for identification are what they purport to be, concede the 
authenticity in other words, but objects to them on the 
ground that they are incompetent, irrelevant and imma¬ 
terial, except insofar as their authenticity is conceded. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, Mr. Examiner, may I just make an¬ 
other statement? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, just a moment, please. 
There is this one point: when Mr. Stanton was on the wit¬ 
ness stand and this matter was first offered, it may be that 
counsel have forgotten this, and 1 mention it now because 
we do not want to have to come back later and have to open 
the hearings. Mr. Moore did definitely state that if this 
document went into the evidence he wanted to reserve the 
right to call the Reverend Stanton for a further 
16475 statement. 

Now, if I receive this in evidence and that state¬ 
ment of Mr. Moore’s stands, and if he might want to recall 
the Reverend Stanton, it might have some influence on the 
offer. 

Mr. McCormack: We are not in a position here to take 
a position which is contrary to what Mr. Moore has taken 
in the case. Therefore, if that is in the record, we will have 
to stand on it. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I recall it, and I am positive 
that that statement was made, you recall it, Mr. Shawe. 

Mr. Shawe: Yes, I recall the situation, Mr. Examiner. 
As a matter of fact this very document was marked for 
identification when Mr. Stanton was on the stand. During 
the adjournment I have taken this matter up with Mr. 
Moore, and have discussed it with him. He has never given 
me a definite answer one way or the other. He said he 
would consider it, and one of my purposes in offering it is 
the same purpose as Mr. Ford here has offered certain 
newspapers which would reflect a state of mind of the com¬ 
munity. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Before we get into the question 
of materiality or relevancy, I want to know what would be 
the status of Mr. Moore’s statement that he would if this 
document were offered and received, expect to recall Mr. 
Stanton for further testimony. 
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Mr. Shawe: I certainly can’t speak for Mr. Moore. 

Trial Examiner: I do not know whether Mr. McCormack 
was aware of the fact that Mr. Moore had made that 

16476 reservation. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, I was not aware 
of it and I think we will have to renew Mr. Moore’s 
objection and stand on his statement at this time. 

Mr. Shawe: Well, if that is the situation, Mr. Examiner, 
I will consent to withdrawing the offer. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Very well. 

Mr. McCormack: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record) 

Mr. McCormack: You will recall, Mr. Examiner, that 
pursuant to your suggestion and in lieu of the very large 
amount of oral testimony that would otherwise have been 
put in, we had prepared a schedule showing grievances han¬ 
dled by employees’ representatives under the plan of em¬ 
ployees’ representation at the Cambria plant. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, before you rule on the ad¬ 
missibility of that document— 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. McCormack has not finished 
his statement. 

Mr. Shawe: I am sorry. 

Mr. McCormack: I have a copy of that schedule here, 
and ask that it be marked as respondent’s Exhibit No. 261 
for identification. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was 

16477 marked as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 261, for identi¬ 
fication.) 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, I object to the admission in 
evidence of this so-called schedule of grievances handled by 
the employees ’ representative under the plan of employees ’ 
representation, on the following grounds: 

First, I object to it on the ground that it is entirely in¬ 
competent, irrelevant and immaterial. 

Second, the so-called schedule contains grievances that 
were adjusted by alleged collective bargaining between the 
representatives and the management, which grievances may 
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not have been adjusted by what is commonly known as “col¬ 
lective bargaining”. 

These grievances were probably demands that were sub¬ 
mitted by the employees and granted by the management 
without going through the process of true collective bar¬ 
gaining. 

This is clearly brought out through Respondent’s Ex¬ 
hibits 172 and 175-A introduced in evidence, which clearly 
show how the 1937 wage increase was given by the manage¬ 
ment to its employees. Said exhibits referred to are min¬ 
utes of the plan of employees’ representation, which were 
introduced through the witnesses Horning and Williams. 

There is nothing in the schedule which indicates what the 
various representatives under the plan asked for in each 
individual case so that it might be compared with 

16478 what was finally given by the company. 

Such a comparison is necessary before we can de¬ 
termine just what grievances were adjusted under that 
plan in the final analysis. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The document may be received 
as Respondent’s Exhibit 261. 

(Whereupon, the document above referred to was 
marked as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 261, and was received 
in evidence.) 

16479 Mr. McCormack: I have still other schedules, Mr. 
Examiner, which are authenticated in a similar man¬ 
ner; that is to say, in accordance with the conversation 
which I think we had in one of the conferences with the 
Board. It was thought desirable that these documents be 
authenticated by affidavit of the person who prepared them 
or supervised the preparation of them. I should like to 
have these marked Respondent’s exhibits for identification 
262, 263, 264, 265, 266, and 267. These are schedules simi¬ 
lar to Respondent’s exhibit number 261 covering the fol¬ 
lowing plants: No 262 is the Bethlehem Plant; 263 is the 
Maryland Plant; 264 is the Steelton Plant; 265 covers the 
Lebanon and Concentrator Plants; 266 covers the Lacka¬ 
wanna Plant; and 267 the Leetsdale and Rankin Works. 

The purpose of introducing these documents in evidence, 
Mr. Examiner, is as follows: At the time when it was 
agreed by the parties that it would be desirable to stipulate 
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the facts of the case, it seemed to us that there were several 
things necessary in addition to what the Board asked for 
which was the plan of employees’ representation at each 
plant, and certain publications and other similar documents. 
It seemed to us in the first place that there should be a his¬ 
tory of the origin and development of the plans; and in the 
second place that there should be some evidence to show in 
what manner the plans operate. Even before a body op¬ 
erating under liberal rules of evidence, I would not think of 
offering any particular item in these grievance sched- 

16480 ules as proof of that item. "YYliat I am offering is the 
cumulative effect of all the items and trying to prove 

by the variety and number of the items and the manner in 
which adjustments were made and grievances handled 
through committees as noted in the schedules, that there 
was an operating institution in these plans. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Mr. Shawe, have you examined 
these proffered exhibits. 

Mr. Shawe: No, I have not. This is the first time I have 
seen them, as a matter of fact. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The exhibits may be marked Re¬ 
spondent’s exhibits No. 262 to 267, both inclusive, for iden¬ 
tification. Ruling will be reserved. I shall permit Mr. 
Shawe to state his objections to them in writing, he to mail 
a copy of the objections to counsel for Respondents. 

Mr. McCormack: Could that be covered by briefs, would 
that be sufficient? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: It will be sufficient to cover it 
by briefs. I will make a ruling on these documents in my 
intermediate report. 

Mr. Shawe: I can state my objections to them now 
briefly. I have examined the one pertaining the the Cam¬ 
bria Plant, which, I assume, is similar to these, is it not, Mr. 
McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack: Yes. 

16481 Mr. Shawe: I make the same objection to Re¬ 
spondents’ exhibits for identification Nos. 262 to 

267, both inclusive, that I made to Respondents’ exhibit No. 
261. 

Mr. McMormack: May I say, Mr. Examiner, that while 
I can imagine an infinite variety of rulings with respect to 


i 
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these documents, and many possibilities, at the same time 
it has been implicit in our understanding: of what we are 
doing that some evidence of this kind would be received in 
order to show that these plans are functioning institutions 
and to show in a general way how they function. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Most of the material in these 
documents lias gone in by way of stipulation. This particu¬ 
lar series of exhibits for identification, Numbers Respond¬ 
ents 262 to 267, both inclusive, are rather bulky and difficult 
to rule on where counsel indicates an objection when he 
has not seen them. I would like to look them over myself. 

Mr. Shawe: Mr. Examiner, 1 would like to say that it 
was my impression at the time you suggested counsel pre¬ 
pare these schedules that they would be* very brief sched¬ 
ules, similar to tin* schedules that are contained in several 
of the Bethlehem reviews which are in evidence; but these 
schedules are not along that line at all. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: These are in substantial detail. 
This takes up all of the grievances item by item. 

16482 (The documents above referred to were marked 
Respondents exhibits for identification Xos. 262 to 
267, both inclusive.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. McOormack: Mr. Examiner, I would like to suggest 
that Mr. Shawe offer in evidence those parts of the minutes 
of meetings which he has in mind which deal with griev¬ 
ances, pursuant io a conversation which I had with Mr. 
Shawe a few minutes ago, we will undertake the job of 
taking these minutes which In* has given to us and having 
them recopied so as to eliminate collateral material which 
might raise issues of fact that are not otherwise in the 
case, or even issues of law. By that I mean to eliminate 
everything that does not deal with grievances. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: I understand. 

Mr. Me('ormaek: Wo will undertake that job and our 
understanding will be that in making your ruling, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer, you will either admit all these schedules plus the 
excerpts from the minutes, or exclude all the schedules and 
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all the excerpts from the minutes, since they cover the same 
general subject. 

Mr. Shawe: That is agreeable to me. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Make an offer of the minutes. 

Mr. McCormack: An additional point I would like 
lb*4S4 to make about these documents is that in view of the 
general character of the understanding that we have 
had, in the event that the authenticity of the documents, or 
the matter of their preparation or accuracy of what they 
show is disputed—and I do not believe that it will be dis¬ 
puted, but if it should be I would like the opportunity, and 
I think that on my understanding with Mr. Shawe I would 
be entitled to the opportunity to prove whatever the truth 
might be; in other words, my understanding is that these 
objections go to materiality and relevancy, but not to the 
competency of the documents as proof. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: My original ruling was that 
further testimonv along that line would be needlesslv cuniu- 
lative. I think that was the reason I stated. Do you re¬ 
call, Mr. Ford? 

Mr. Ford: That I think is about correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That I think was the basis of 
my ruling. 

Mr. McCormack: As to the Cambria Plant. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As to the Cambria Plant. T 
do not recall whether I made any reference to the other 
plants or not: ! am not sure, but even if I did not, the same 
problem would have arisen at the other plants. 

(Off the record.) 

(There was a discussion off the record.) 


H54S4 (Minutes of meetings of employees committees in 
the various Bethlehem Company plants were marked 
Board's exhibits for identification, as follows:) 


Board Exhibit Xo. 414 
(’ommittce of employees 


for identification: Rankin Works, j 
representatives, meeting of April 


If), 15)3(5. 

Board Exhibit Xo. .414 for identification: 
Joint committee meeting of May (>, 194b. 


Rankin Works. 
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Board Exhibit Xo. 315 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Special meeting of committee of employees' representa¬ 
tives, May 12, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 316 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Meeting of committee of employees’ representatives, June 
3,1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 317 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Meeting of Joint committee, July 1, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 318 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Special meeting committee of employees’ representatives, 
July 10, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 319 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Meeting of committee of employees’ representatives, Aug¬ 
ust 5, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 320 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Joint committee meeting September 2, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 321 for identification: Rankin 
16483 Works, (’ommittee of employees’ representatives, 
October 7, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 322 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Special meeting, committee of employees* representatives, 
Xovember 5, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 323 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Meeting of committee of employees’ representatives, De¬ 
cember 2, 1936. 

Board Exhibit. Xo. 324 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Special meeting, committee of employees* representatives, 
December 18, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 323 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Special meeting, committee of employees' representatives, 
December 19, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 326 for identification: Rankin Works. 
Special meeting, committee of employees' representatives, 
December 22, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 327 for identification : Rankin Works. 
Meeting of joint committee, January 6, 1937. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 328 for identification : Rankin Works. 
Meeting of committee* of employees* representatives, Feb¬ 
ruary 3, 15)37. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 329 for identification : Rankin Works. 
Meeting of joint committee of employees* representatives, 
March 3, 1937. 
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Board Exhibit Xo. 330 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. General body meeting, May 28, 1936. 

16486 Board Exhibit Xo. 331 for identification: Lacka¬ 
wanna Plant. General body meeting June 29, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 332 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. General body meeting July 30, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 333 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. General body meeting August 28, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 334 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. General body meeting September 28, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 335 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. General body meeting October 30, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 336 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. General body meeting Xovember 30, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 337 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. General body meeting December 30, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 338 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. General body meeting January 29, 1937. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 339 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. General body meeting February 26, 1937. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 340 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. Special meeting Xo. 5 joint committee, October 2, 


Board Exhibit Xo. 341 for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. Special meeting Xo. 2 joint committee, August 26, 


Board Exhibit Xo. 341-A for identification: Lackawanna 
Plant. Special meeting Xo. 2 joint committee, Au- 
16487 gust 5, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 342 for identification: Lacka¬ 
wanna Plant. Meeting Xo. 2 joint committee July 17, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 343 for identification: Concentrator 
Plant. Meeting of joint committee, June 1, 1937. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 344 for identification: Concentra¬ 
tor Plant. Meeting of joint committee, April 15, 1937. 

Board Exhibit No. 345 for identification: Concentrator 
Plant. Meeting of committee of employees' representa¬ 
tives, April 15, 1937. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 346 for identification: Leotsdalo 


Plant. Special meeting committee of employees' repre¬ 
sentatives, March 5, 1936. 
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Board Exhibit Xo. 347 for identification: Leetsdale 
Plant. Meeting: of committee of employees’ representa¬ 
tives, February 20, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 348 for identification: Mar viand 

% 

Plant. Meeting: of Xo. 3 joint committee, August 11, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 349 for identification: Maryland 

Plant. Meeting of general body, May 5, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 350 for identification: Maryland 

Plant. Meeting of Xo. 2 joint committee, May 11, 1936. 

Board Exhibit No. 351 for identification: Maryland 

Plant. Meeting of general body, August 4, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 352 for identification: Maryland 

Plant. Meeting of Xo. 2 committee, August 10, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 353 for '.identification: Maryland 

Plant. Meeting of general body, September 8, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 354 for identification: Marvland 

* 

Plant. Meeting of Xo. 2 joint committee, September 
16488 14, 1936. 


Board Exhibit Xo. 355 for identification: Mary¬ 
land Plant. Special meeting of Xo. 2 committee, Xovember 
5, 1936 . 

Board Exhibit Xo. 356 for identification: Marvland 
Plant. Meeting of Xo. 2 committee December 14, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 357 for identification: Maryland 
Plant. Meeting of Xo. 2 joint committee Xovember 9, 1936. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 358 for identification: Maryland Plant. 
Special Meeting of Xo. 2 joint committee March 1, 1937. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 359 for identification: Maryland 
Plant. General body meeting April 6, 1937. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 360 for identification: Maryland Plant. 
Meeting of Xo. 3 joint committee April 13, 1937. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 361 for identification: Maryland Plant- 
Meeting of general body October 5, 1937. 

Board Exhibit Xo. 362 for identification: Maryland Plant. 
Special meeting general body October 8, 1937. 

16489 Board's Exhibit Xo. 363, for identification: Beth¬ 
lehem Plant. Meeting of general body, January 29, 


Board’s Exhibit Xo. 364 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, February 26, 1936. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 365 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body March 31, 1936. 
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Board's Exhibit Xo. 366 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body April 29, 1936. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 367 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body. May 27, 1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 368 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, June 24-, 1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 369 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, July 29, 1936. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 370 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, August 26, 1936. 

Boards Exhibit Xo. 371 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, September 29, 1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 372 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, October 28, 1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 373 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, Xovember 25, 1936. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 374 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, December 23, 1936. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 375 for identification: Beth- 


16490 lehem plant. Meeting of general body, August 25, 
1937. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 376 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, September 29, 1937. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 377 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, October 27, 1937. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 378 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, January 27, 1937. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 379 for identification: Maryland 
plant. Meeting of Xo. 1 Joint Committee, September 7, 
1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 380 for identification: Maryland 
plant. Meeting of Xo. 1 Committee, October 15, 1936. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 381 for identification: Maryland 
plant. Meeting of Xo. 1 Join! Committee, Xovember 13, 
1936. 


Board's Exhibit Xo. 382 for identification: Maryland 

% 

plant. Meeting of Maryland Xo. 1 Committee, December 
17, 1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 383 for identification: Maryland 
plant. Meeting of Xo. 2 Committee, August 10, 1936. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 384 for identification: Maryland 
plant. Meeting of Xo. 2 Committee, October 12, 1936. 
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Board's Exhibit Xo. 385 for identification: Maryland 
plant. Special meeting Xo. 2 Joint Committee, March 1, 
1937. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 386 for identification: Leetsdale 
works. Special meeting of the Committee of Employees 
Representatives, September 2, 1936. 

164-91 Board’s Exhibit Xo. 387 for identification: Leets¬ 
dale works. Meeting of Committee of Employees 
Representatives, June 18, 1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 388 for identification: Lackawanna 
plant. Meeting of general body, September 28, 1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 389 for identification: Lackawanna 
plant. Meeting of general body, July 30, 1936. 

Board’s Exhibit Xo. 390 for identification: Rankin 
works. Special meeting of committee of employees repre¬ 
sentatives, March 10, 1937. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 391 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, Xovember 25, 1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 392 for identification: Bethlehem 
plant. Meeting of general body, December 23, 1936. 

Board's Exhibit Xo. 392 A for identification: Maryland 
plant. Special meeting of general body, Xov. 5, 1936. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Board's Exhibits 313 to 392, 
both inclusive, for identification, have been offered in evi¬ 
dence pending the ruling on Respondent's Exhibit 262 to 
267, both inclusive, and have been offered for the purpose 
stated by Mr. Sliawe: if Respondent's Exhibits 262 to 267, 
both inclusive, are received in evidence, then Board's Ex¬ 
hibits 313 to 392, both inclusive, will be likewise received 
in evidence, subject to tin* limitation placed thereon by Mr. 
Sliawe. It is likewise understood that those portions of the 
minutes which are Board's Exhibits 313 to 392, inclusive, 
will be extracted from the exhibits and substituted as 
Board's Exhibits 313 to 392, both inclusive in lieu of the 
present offer. 

16492 If the counsel for the Respondents do not make 
such extracts the ruling of necessity will be based 
upon the entire set of minutes which are offered. 

Mr. Sliawe: That is agreeable to me. 

Mr. McCormack: In other words, Mr. Examiner, as 1 
understand it, we will examine the minutes and eliminate 
therefrom all portions which do not deal with grievances, 
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other than the headings and the conclusions, etc., and that 
we will physically substitute those extracts for the exhibits 
which have been marked for identification. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is correct, so that the rul¬ 
ing when made will probably be made upon the basis of 
the substituted exhibits. 

Now, as to the mechanics, I assume that you will furnish 
to Mr. Shawe your substituted Board's exhibits, which will 
be limited to matter having to do with grievances, and if 
the parties all agree on this there should be no difficulty 
whatever. I assume that i will be notified by both counsel 
as to whether or not they have agreed. If for any reason 
agreement cannot be reached on this entire matter, we can 
if we have to, hold one very brief hearing, or possibly a con¬ 
ference will be sufficient to dispose of the whole matter. 

Mr. McCormack: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 


(Discussion off the record.) 

16493 Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. It is 
understood that counsel for the respondents will im¬ 
mediately proceed to analyze these minutes for the purpose 
of making these substituted offers. It is understood that 
this will probably be completed by August 10th, and Mr. 
Shawe will, by August loth, either approve of the substi¬ 
tute exhibits or indicate his disapproval to counsel for the 
Respondents and to the Trial Examiner. 

If he does indicate disapproval we will consider at that 
time the most effective manner of disposing of the offer. 
Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 


Trial Examiner Bloom: If Mr. Shawe does not indicate 
his disapproval by August 15th, it is understood and will 
be so understood by the Trial Examiner, that he has ap¬ 
proved of the substituted offers which have been prepared 
bv counsel for the Respondent, and in that event the Trial 
Examiner will substitute in the record the documents so 
prepared by counsel for the Respondent for and in lieu 
of Board’s Exhibits 313 to 392, for identification, and if 
Respondent’s Exhibits 262 to 267, both inclusive, are ad- 
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mitted in evidence, then Boards Exhibits 313 to 392 as sub¬ 
stituted will likewise be admitted in evidence. 

Mr. McCormack: I desire the record to show that all 
formal papers of Respondents, Bethlehem Steel 

16494 Company, Bethlehem Steel Corporation, and the in¬ 
terveners which have required service have been 

duly and timely served, and that the formal papers, Board’s 
Exhibit 1, need not include proof of service in any such 
cases. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Well, what documents, Mr. Mc¬ 
Cormack, are you referring to? 

Mr. McCormack: I have seven pages that we take up— 
off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Shawe: I will so stipulate. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Anything else tonight, gentle¬ 
men? 

Mr. Shawe: Yes. Mr. Examiner, both Mr. Ford and 
myself would like to offer three stipulated exhibits. Mr. 
Ford will make the offer on behalf of the Board and the 
Respondent. 

Mr. Ford: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Ford: On behalf of Mr. Shawe and myself, I offer 
as stipulated exhibit No. 147 a letter dated September 21, 
1937, from Bethlehem Steel Company, signed by E. W. 
Engerer, to Messrs. McKay and Stacy, Chairman and Sec¬ 
retary, respectively, of the Committee of Employees’ Rep¬ 
resentatives, Plan of Employees’ Representation, Leets- 
dale works, which has heretofore been admitted into evi¬ 
dence herein and subsequently stricken, as Respond- 

16495 ent’s Exhibit 47. 

Also on behalf of Mr. Shawe and myself I offer as 
stipulated Exhibit No. 148, letter dated June 18, 1937, 
from R. L. Stacy, Secretary, Committee of Employees Rep¬ 
resentatives, Leetsdale works, addressed to Mr. E. W. En¬ 
gerer, Management’s representative, Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany, Leetsdale, Pennsylvania, which has heretofore been 
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admitted in evidence as Respondent’s Exhibit No. 44, and 
subsequently stricken by stipulation. 

The last letter I offer as stipulated Exhibit No. 148. 

On behalf of Mr. Sliawe and myself I offer as stipulated 
Exhibit No. 149 a letter dated June 23, 1937, from Mr. 
E. W. Engerer, Management’s Special Representative, ad¬ 
dressed to Mr. R. L. Stacy, Secretary, Committee of Rep¬ 
resentatives, Leetsdale works, which has heretofore been 
admitted in evidence in this case as Respondent’s Exhibit 
No. 45, and subsequently stricken by stipulation. 

Mr. Shawe: Will they be received in evidence, Mr. Ex¬ 
aminer? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Stipulated Exhibits 147, 148 
and 149 may be received in evidence. 

(Whereupon, the documents above referred to were 
marked as Stipulated Exhibits Nos. 147, 148 and 149, and 
were received in evidence.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Anything further, gen- 
16496 tlemen? 

Mr. McCormack: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. McCormack: I would like to inquire, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner whether we may have leave to examine the formal 
papers and find out what is in Board’s Exhibit 1 and to 
include therein such formal papers as we may want which 
are not in Board’s Exhibit No. 1. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Yes; the formal file, Mr. Mc¬ 
Cormack, is open to inspection generally by the public and 
may be obtained by asking the file room downstairs, and 
if you have any difficulty, get in touch with me and I will 
be glad to procure it for you. 

Also the docket, of course, is open to inspection by the 
public and you can check on the docket and make the exam¬ 
ination of Board’s Exhibit 1 and see what formal papers 
and documents are not included. 

Mr. Shawe: Off the record. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All right. 



8206 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 

16497 Trial Examiner Bloom: If any exhibits are lost 
or mislaid, the parties will supply copies if they have 

them available. 

It is understood that the Trial Examiner will communi¬ 
cate with the attorneys if he discovers any exhibits are 
missing. 

We have several things still open. One is the disposi¬ 
tion of the R case, the representation case, which is known 
as R-177. In respect to that, on December 10, 1937, I an¬ 
nounced an order of proof for the balance of the C and R 
cases, and I restated my ruling with respect to such order 
of proof on December 15, 1937. At that time I said: 

“At the conclusion of the introduction of evidence in 
the C case, petitioner in the R case will then proceed to in¬ 
troduce testimony in support of the petition.” 

If there be no objection, the introduction of evidence in 
the C case, having now been concluded, the R case is con¬ 
tinued until the final determination of the C case by the 
Board, is there objection to this procedure! 

Mr. Shawe: There is no objection on the part of counsel 
for the Board. 

Mr. McCormack: The Respondent, Bethlehem Steel 
Company, does not object to this procedure. We would like 
to have it understood, however, that the stipulations which 
have been introduced in the record today have been received 
without prejudice to the right of any party to the 

16498 case to adduce any testimony in the R case. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection from 
any other party! (After a pause.) The record may show 
that there was no response and apparently no objection. 

It should be further understood that the record in the 
case as it now stands, that is, excluding any testimony or 
exhibits stricken in accordance with the stipulations re¬ 
ceived in the record today, is a part of the record in the R 
case as well as being the entire record in the C case; and 
this, of course, will apply also to any exhibits upon which 
ruling has been reserved and which may hereafter be re¬ 
ceived in evidence. 

Mr. Shawe: I now would like to make a motion that the 
pleadings be conformed to the proof. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Is there objection. 
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Mr. McCormack: May I inquire, Mr. Examiner, what 
that means? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The motion simply refers to 
dates, names of persons which have been apparently mis¬ 
spelled, patently misspelled, typographical errors. It does 
not refer to matters of substance. In other words, this 
being a case of 8-1 and 8-2 complaint, it is not subject to 
be amended so as to include, we will say, 8-5, 8-4 and 8-3, 
or any other parts of 8-1 and 8-2 which have not been com¬ 
pleted and proved. 

Mr. McCormack: That is agreeable. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Motion granted. Off the 

16499 record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. Is there any¬ 
thing else? 

Mr. Shawe: Another matter that must be disposed of is 
that of the corrections of the record. It has been agreed 
upon by counsel for the respondents and myself that certain 
corrections should be made. It is just a matter of the me¬ 
chanics of transferring the corrections wdiich have been 
placed on some of the respondents ’ transcripts. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: As I understand it, Mr. Shawe, 
you and counsel for the respondents have agreed upon cor¬ 
rections which have been made on respondents’ copy of the 
transcript ? 

Mr. Shaw’e: That is correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: And it is further understood 
that those corrections are to be made, if I consent to them, 
on the original copy of the transcript, the copy signed by 
the reporter as being; the official record. 

Mr. Shawe: That is correct. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is agreeable as far as I 
am concerned, and I will have the original transcript avail¬ 
able during the next few weeks, or possibly the next few 
months. If counsel will agree among themselves to have 
the changes made in the original copy, I will make that copy 
available for that purpose. 

Mr. McCormack: I understand, Mr. Examiner, there are 
two corrections of the respondents which counsel for 

16500 the Board has not been able to agree with us about. 
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One of them we regard as of substance, it being a case 
where the reporter whom we had at the time of the 
hearing took the record one way reading “I” and the offi¬ 
cial reporter who took the record for the Board took it the 
other way reading “he”. I do not know just how that 
should be handled. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: May I suggest that you make 
that a part of the formal motion you are going to file within 
ten days and then I will rule on it in my intermediate re¬ 
port. 

Do you have anything further to offer, Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Shawe: No; nothing further. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Do you have anything further 
to offer, Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack: No. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: 1 have a number of rulings to 
make. 

During the course of the hearing after we reconvened in 
Johnstown, January 10th, certain testimony was admitted 
subject to objection; and it was stated at the time that 
thereafter motions would be considered to strike such tes¬ 
timony. Are any motions made at this time to strike tes¬ 
timony which went in subject to objection by any of the 
parties? 

Mr. McCormack: May we go off the record? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

16501 Mr. McCormack: We have not come to the hear¬ 
ing, Mr. Examiner, prepared to make such motions. 
I, therefore, desire to reserve all our objections and ex¬ 
ceptions as to all testimony admitted over our objection 
in such connection. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: All such objections at this time 
are overruled. 

Certain testimony was admitted subjejct to objection 
and thereafter motions to strike such testimony were made 
and ruling was reserved on the motions to strike. Those 
motions are at this time denied. It is understood, of course, 
that the parties making the motions have automatic excep¬ 
tions to the rulings. 
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Certain documents were offered in evidence and ruling 
was reserved on the documents. With respect to these 
documents, do any of the parties care to re-offer them or 
discuss the offers? 

Mr. McCormack: At this time? 

Trial Examiner Bloom: At this time. I am not re¬ 
ferring, of course, to the documents which have been of¬ 
fered today and which I have reserved ruling upon, which 
are Respondents’ exhibits 199-G, 199-H, 251, 252 and 262 to 
267, both inclusive, and Board’s exhibits Nos. 313 to 392, 
both inclusive. They were the documents which we dis¬ 
cussed today. I am referring to documents which have 
previously been offered and as to -which ruling was 

16502 reserved. There were several such. 

Mr. McCormack: Mr. Examiner, we would like 
to reserve all our rights in respect to all such matters. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: The objections to documents 
as to which ruling was reserved are at this time sustained. 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. I may say that 
this brief or memorandum need not be too formal It could 
be by way of a letter, even, if you care to, and certainly 
need not be printed. It does not have to have the formal 
aspects of a court brief where you have to subdivide it, or 
anything of that kind. 

The purpose of the brief or memorandum, so far as I 
am concerned, is to give me your views on certain of the 
elements in the case. I do not expect you to be too formal 
about it, or to go to any additional expense by way of 
printing. That is entirely unnecessary as far as I am con¬ 
cerned. A typewritten brief is quite sufficient. 

What time would counsel like in -which to file briefs? 

Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Trial Examiner Bloom: On the record. 

Mr. McCormack: The date I would suggest, Mr. Exam¬ 
iner, would be Wednesday, the 17th of August. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: That is agreeable. I will 

16503 be willing to consider any brief that may be filed by 
interested parties on or before Wednesday, Aug¬ 
ust 17. 
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It is understood, of course, that the Trial Examiner is 
going to prepare, and file, and serve upon counsel, his inter¬ 
mediate report. The parties will have ten days from the 
date of the receipt of the intermediate report to request 
oral argument before the Board on exceptions to the inter¬ 
mediate report or on other matters in the record. This does 
not mean that you will have to argue the matter in ten 
days but that within ten days you will have to indicate 
to the Board that you desire to be heard. 

Is there anything further before the record in the C case 
is closed? Have you anything further, Mr. Shawe? 

Mr. Shawe: I have nothing further. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: Have you anything further, 
Mr. McCormack? 

Mr. McCormack: I think not, Mr. Examiner. 

Trial Examiner Bloom: There are no other attorneys 
present at this time, so I assume that no one else has any¬ 
thing further to offer. 

The record is closed in case No. C-170. 

(Thereupon, at 9:10 o’clock p. m., the hearing was ad¬ 
journed.) 
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Board Ex. No. 2A. 

16506 “Affidavit of Service in Case No. R-177, of Irene 
E. Campbell, sworn to September 7, 1937, including 
the exhibit thereto, Affidavit of Service of Irene E. Camp¬ 
bell in Case No. C-170, sworn to September 7, 1937, in¬ 
cluding the exhibit thereto, and Affidavit of Service in 
Case No. C-170 and Case No. R-177, of Irene E. Campbell, 
sworn to January 10, 1938, are omitted, such Affidavits 
being to the effect that the Complaint and Notice of Hear¬ 
ing in Case No. C-170 and the Notice of Hearing in Case No. 
R-177 were, on August 28, 1937, by registered mail, duly 
served on Bethlehem Steel Company.” 

Board Ex. No. 3A. 

16510 “Affidavit of Service in Case No. C-170 of Irene 
E. Campbell, sworn to September 7, 1937, including 
the exhibit thereto, is omitted, such Affidavit being to the 
effect that the Complaint and Notice of Hearing in Case 
No. C-170 was, on August 28,1937, by registered mail, duly 
served on Steel Workers Organizing Committee.” 

Board Ex. No. 3B. 

16512 “Affidavit of Service in Case No. R-177 of Irene 
E. Campbell, sworn to September 7, 1937, including 
the exhibit thereto, is omitted, such Affidavit being to the 
effect that the Notice of Hearing in Case No. R-177 was, 
on August 28,1937, by registered mail, duly served on Steel 
Workers Organizing Committee.” 

Board Ex. No. 3D. 

16516 “Affidavit of Service in Case No. R-177 of Irene 
E. Campbell, sworn to September 7, 1937, including 
the exhibit thereto, is omitted, such Affidavit being to the 
effect that the Notice of Hearing in Case No. R-177 was, 
on August 28,1937 by registered mail, duly served on Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Corporation.” 

Board Ex. No. 3E. 

16518 “Affidavit of Service in Case No. C-170 of Irene 
E. Campbell, sworn to September 7, 1937, including 
the exhibit thereto, is omitted, such Affidavit being to the 
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effect that the Complaint and Notice of Hearing in Case 
No. C-170 was, on August 28,1937, by registered mail, duly 
served on Bethlehem Steel Corporation.” 

Board Ex. No. 3F. 

16520 “Affidavit of Service in Case No. C-170 and Case 
No. R-177, of Martin I. Rose, sworn to January 7, 
1938, including the exhibits thereto, is omitted, such Affi¬ 
davit being to the effect that, on August 31, 1937, by regis¬ 
tered mail, the Complaint and Notice of Hearing in Case 
No. C-170, and the Notice of Hearing in Case No. R-177, 
were duly served on Plan of Employees * Representation at 
the Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company; Plan of 
Employees’ Representation at the Bethlehem Plant of 
Bethlehem Steel Company; Plan of Employees’ Represen¬ 
tation at the Steelton Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company; 
Plan of Employees’ Representation at the Lebanon Plant 
of Bethlehem Steel Company; Plan of Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentation at the Rankin Works of Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany; Plan of Employees’ Representation at the Leetsdale 
Works of Bethlehem Steel Company; Plan of Employees’ 
Representation at the Maryland Plant of Bethlehem Steel 
Company; Plan of Employees’ Representation at the South 
San Francisco Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company; Plan of 
Employees’ Representation at the Seattle Plant of Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Company; Plan of Employees’ Representation at 
the Los Angeles Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company; Plan 
of Employees’ Representation at the Concentrator Plant of 
Bethlehem Steel Company; and that the copy of the Com¬ 
plaint and Notice of Hearing in Case No. C-170, and of the 
Notice of Hearing in Case No. R-177, which were sent, on 
August 31, 1937, by registered mail, to the Plan of Em¬ 
ployees’ Representation at the Lackawanna Plant of Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company, and which were addressed to John 
Sass, vrere returned marked ‘Unknown’.” 

16533a “Board Exhibit No. 4, a copy of the Order Desig¬ 
nating Trial Examiner, here omitted, is identical to 
the copy of such Order which also appears at page 219.” 
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16535 Board Ex. No. 5. 

United States of America 
Securities and Exchange Commission 

I, Francis P. Brassor, Secretary of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, Washington, D. C., which Commis¬ 
sion was created by the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 
(15 U.S.C.A., Sec. 78a et seq), and official custodian of the 
books and records of said Commission, and all books and 
records created or established by the Federal Trade Com¬ 
mission, pursuant to the provisions of the Securities Act 
of 1933 and transferred to this Commission in accordance 
with Section 210 of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, 
do hereby certify that attached is a full, true and complete 
copy of: 

Facing sheet and pages 1, 2, 4 and 30 of annual report 
on Form 10-K for fiscal year ended December 31, 1935 
filed April 2, 1936, and facing sheet and pages 1, 2, 3, 6 
and 43 of annual report on Form 10-K for fiscal year ended 
December 31, 1936 filed April 30, 1937 with this Commis¬ 
sion by Bethlehem Steel Corporation, pursuant to the pro¬ 
visions of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 as amended, 
under File No. 1-1941. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto subscribed my name 
and caused the seal of the Securities and Exchange Com¬ 
mission to be affixed this 9th day of July, A. D., 1937, at 
Washington, D. C. 


(Seal) 


FRANCIS P. BRASSOR 

Secretary. 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 

FORM 10-K 

For Corporations 


ANNUAL REPORT 

For Fiscal Year Ended December 31, 1935 


BETHLEHEM STEEL CORPORATION 

(A NEW JERSEY CORPORATION) 

(Name of Registrant) 


Principal Office (Statutory): 755 Broad Street, Newark, N. J. 
New York Address: Cunard Building, £5 Broadway, New York City 

(Address of Principal Executive Offices) 


State of New Jersey—December 10, 1904 

(Tbs State or Other Sovereign Power under which Incorporated and Date of Incorporation) 


Perpetual 

(Date of Termination of Charter) 


Second Tuesday in April, 755 Broad Street, Newark, N. J. 

(Date and Place of Annual Meetings) 


TABLE OF SECURITIES REGISTERED 


SECURITIES REGISTERED 



Amount as of close of Fiscal Year 

Title of Issue 

Amount as to which 

Amount to be registered 


registration is effective 

upon notice of issuance 

Seven Per Cent. Cumulative 
Preferred Stock of Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Corporation— 
$100 par value. 

1,000,000 Shares 

None 

Common Stock of Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Corporation— 
without par value. 

3,202,899 Shares 

200,000 Shares 

Consolidated Mortgage 
Twenty-Five Year Sink¬ 
ing Fund 4)4% Bonds, 
Series D, of Bethlehem 
Steel Corporation. Due 
July 1, I960. 



$55,000,000 

None 


Names of Exchangee on 
which Registered 


New York Stock Exchange 
New York Stock Exchange 


New York Stock Exchange 


Name and address of person authorized to receive notices and communications from the Securities 
and Exchange Commission: 

R. E. McMath, Vice-President, 


£5 Broadway,- 

New York Citt. 


6214 
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AFFILIATIONS 


1 . 


List the following and indicate the respective percentages of voting power, or other basis of control, as 
required by the Instructions: 

(a) All subsidiaries of the registrant. 

The following is a list of the subsidiaries of the registrant at December 31, 1935, 
opposite the name of each of which is stated the State of the United States or country 
under the laws of which it then existed and, disregarding directors shares, the per¬ 
centage of voting power that was then represented by the securities owned (or held 
under the Cambria Lease—See Note 1) by the immediately controlling corporation. 
Whenever the term “subsidiaries” is used in this Report it shall be deemed to mean 
the corporations included in such list, unless the context shall clearly indicate other¬ 
wise. An asterisk (*) before the name of a subsidiary indicates that its accounts are 
not consolidated in any of the consolidated statements of the registrant and its sub¬ 
sidiaries which are included in this Report. A dagger (t) before the name of a sub¬ 
sidiary indicates that its accounts are included in the combined statements of the 
Ore Mining Subsidiaries Not Consolidated included in this Report. 

Name 


Compania de Minas de Fierro "Las Truchas” S. A.. 

• t Corsica Iron Company.—----- 

• t Cuyuna Oie Company...... 

• Farmers and Merchants Bank.___ 

• f Hobart Iron Company..... 

Iron Mines Company of Venezuela-- 


* f Palmer Mining Company-- 


Bethlehem Steel Company. 


Bethlehem Land and Improvement Corporation.- 


Penn Iron Mining Company (See Note 1)... 

Penn Iron Mining Company of Wisconsin.. 


Possum Glory Water Company..—.-... 

Steel Frame House Company..... 

Steel Frame House Finance Company--- 

Bethlehem Steel Company..... 

Bethlehem Steel Export Corporation...-. 


Bethlehem 


Organized Under 

Per Cent, of 

the Lews of 

Voting Power 

. Delaware 

100 

. West Virginia 

100 

. Pennsylvania 

100 

. Delaware 

100 

. New Jersey 

100 

. Delaware 

62 

. Mexico 

100 

. Minnesota 

66.63 

. Ohio 

60 

. West Virginia 

100 

. Minnesota 

66*2/3 

.. Delaware 

100 

. Pennsylvania 

1 

.. Delaware 

52.61 

^ Michigan 

51 

.. Delaware 

100 

.. Pennsylvania 

100 

.. Pennsylvania 

100 

.. New York 

100 

.. Pennsylvania 

100 

.. Pennsylvania 

.100 

. Pennsylvania 

99 

.. Maryland 

100 

.. Maryland 

100 

.. Maryland 

100 

.. Delaware 

100 

.. Pennsylvania 

98.29 

.. Pennsylvania 

100 

.. Pennsylvania 

100 

. Pennsylvania 

100 

.. Pennsylvania 

50 

Pennsylvania 

100 

.. Michigan 

100 

.. Wisconsin 

100 

.. Pennsylvania 

100 

.. Pennsylvania 

100 

.. Delaware 

100 

.. Delaware 

100 

.. Delaware 

100 

.. Delaware 

100 

.. Delaware 

100 

Delaware 

100 
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Beth-Mary Steel Corporation.............. 

Bethlehem Iron & Steel Corporation......... 

Buffington Water Company.. 

East Wheatfield Water Company... 

Franklin Iron Company, The..... 

Sunday Lake Iron Company, The.... 

Bethlehem Steel Products Company.... 

Cambria Inclined Plane Company (See Note 1). 

Calmar Steamship Corporation..... 

Conemaugh & Black Lick Railroad Company.... 

Cornwall Railroad Company.... 

Fore River Railroad Corporation........ 

Fore River Shipbuilding Corporation.... 

Juragua Iron Company.......... 

Kalman Steel Corporation....... 

Ore Steamship Corporation......... 

Pacific Coast Steel Corporation (Note 2). 

Patapsco & Back Rivers Railroad Company..... 

Philadelphia, Bethlehem and New England Railroad Company. 

Service Stores Corporation....___________ 

Service Stores Corporation....... 

South Buffalo Railway Company..... 

Steelton & Highspire Railroad Company... 

Union Iron Works Company.-. 

Union Iron Works Dry Dock Company.. 


Maryland 

100 

New York 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

New Jersey 

100 

Michigan 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

Pennsylvania 

1 

Delaware 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

Massachusetts 

100 

Massachusetts 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

Delaware 

100 

Delaware 

100 

Delaware 

100 

Maryland 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

Michigan 

100 

New York 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

New Jersey 

100 

California 

100 


Note 1. All the properties of Cambria Iron Company (only three one-hundredths of 
1% of the outstanding capital stock of which was at December 31,1935, owned by the 
registrant or any of the subsidiaries) were at that date leased to Bethlehem Steel Com¬ 
pany (Pa.) under a 999 year lease dated December 1,1898 (in this Report sometimes 
referred to as the Cambria Lease). The accounts of Cambria Iron Company are 
included in the consolidated statements of the registrant and its subsidiaries which 
are included in this Report, except that the par value of the outstanding stock of 
Cambria Iron Company owned by the public is treated as an indebtedness of the 
consolidated group and the rental paid under the Cambria Lease is deducted in 
determining the consolidated net income. 100% of the voting stock of Penn Iron 
Mining Company (Michigan), The Manufacturers Water Company and Johnstown 
Water Corporation was at December 31, 1935, owned by Cambria Iron Company 
and was then covered by the Cambria Lease. 50% of the voting stock of Mahoning 
Ore and Steel Company was then owned by Cambria Iron Company and covered by 
the Cambria Lease, and 1% of the voting stock of Mahoning Ore and Steel Company 
was then owned by Bethlehem Mines Corporation. 99% of the voting stock of 
Cambria Inclined Plane Company was then owned by Cambria Iron Company and 
covered by the Cambria Lease, and 1% of the voting stock of Cambria Inclined 
Plane Company was then owned by Bethlehem Steel Products Company. 

Note 2. Name changed .to Bethlehem Steel Corporation January 15, 1936. 


The registrant also owned, directly or indirectly, at December 31, 1935, a sub¬ 
stantial percentage of the voting stock of seven other corporations engaged in the 
mining of iron ore (See Note F to Consolidated Balance Sheet), but as there shown 
it did not own more than 50% of the voting stock of any of such other corporations. 
The remainder of the voting stock of each of such other corporations was controlled 
by not more than four other stockholders, each of whom took an active interest in 
the affairs of such other corporations. Accordingly the registrant disclaims actual 
existence of effective control by it, directly or indirectly, of any of such other cor¬ 
porations and does not regard them as subsidiaries, and, when the term “subsidiaries" 
is used in this Report, it shall not be deemed to include any of them. 

The foregoing list does not include several corporations substantial percentages 
(in some cases even control) of the voting stocks of which were at Decernber 31, 1935, 
owned, directly or indirectly, by the registrant, because in every case the shares so 
owned were and are considered to be of very little or no value. Accordingly the 
corporations which issued them are not regarded as subsidiaries and, when the term 
“subsidiaries*’ is used in this Report, it shall not be deemed to include any of them. 


(b) Atl parents of the registrant. 
None. 
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4. Give the following Information at to the registrant's securities, other than equity securities, owned by 
each director and each officer of the registrant The statements are to be made both as to the securi¬ 
ties owned of record and those owned beneficially. 


Am of December 31, 1936 * 


Name 


Office 


SscuaiTims Owned 
Title of leeue 


Amount of Amount 
Record Beneficially 


Eugene G. Grace Director and 

President 


Charles D. Marshall Director 


William L. Achenbach Assistant 

Treasurer 


Consolidated Mortgage 
Twenty-Five Year Sinking 
Fund 4Bonds, Series D, 
of Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration. Due July 1, 1960. 

Four and One-Half Per Cent. 
Serial Gold Bonds of Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Corporation. 
Maturing serially 1936-1941 

First Lien and Refunding 
Mortgage Five Per Cent. 
Thirty-Year Gold Bonds of 
Bethlehem Steel Company 
(Pa.). Due May 1, 1942.. 


$ 10,000 $ 10,000 


.... t$60.000 


$ 2,000 $ 2,000 


ft. State briefly the general effect of: 

(a) material changes, made within the fiscal year and not previously reported, In contracts and arrange¬ 
ments of the categories enumerated below which have been previously reported; (b) such contracts 
and arrangements, made or in effect within the fiscal year and not previously reported, Including 
the dates thereof and names of parties thereto. 


(I) materia! management of genera! supervisory contracts providing for management of, or services 
to, the registrant or any of its subsidiaries; 

None. 


(II) material advisory, construction or service contracts with affiliates providing for management of, 

or services to, the registrant or any of Its subsidiaries; 

None. 

(III) material contracts, except as provided by the Instructions, between the registrant or any affiliate 

of the registrant on the one hand, and, on the other hand, any director or officer of the registrant, 
any principal underwriter of any securities of the registrant sold by the registrant within the 
past three fiscal years, or any security holder named In answer to Item 3; 

None. 


(Iv) material bonus and profit-sharing arrangements. 

None. 

6. As to any options outstanding at the close of the fiscal year to purchase securities of the registrant from 
the registrant: (a) state the amount, with the title of the Issue, called for by such options; (b) outline 
briefly the prices, expiration dates, and other material conditions on which such options may be exer¬ 
cised; (c) give the name and address of each person holding such options calling for more than five 
per eent of the total amount subject to option, and give the amount called for by the options of each 
such person; and (d) for each class of such options not previously reported state the consideration 
for the granting thereof. 

None. 


BUSINESS 

7. Describe briefly the material changes which may have occurred within the fiscal year In the general 
character of the business done by the registrant and Its subsidiaries. 

None. 


in various trusts under which he did not have any beneficial interest, 
f Held under two irrevocable trusts under which Mr. Marshall is not a trustee, but of one-third interest 
in which he is a beneficiary. $30,000, principal amount, of these bonds matured on January 1,1936. 
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This annual report comprises: 

(1) Pages numbered 1 to 30 consecutively, and insert pages numbered (None), 
including the financial statements and schedules as listed on page 5 in answer to Item 8. 

(2) The following exhibits: 

None. 

This Annual Report is filed subject to the instructions contained in the Instruction Book 
for Form 10-K for Corporations, and amendments numbered: (No amendments) 


SIGNATURE 

In pursuance of the requirements of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, the registrant, 
Bethlehem Steel Corporation, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of New 
Jersey, has duly caused this Annual Report to be signed on its behalf by the undersigned, 
thereunto duly authorized, and its seal to be hereunto affixed and attested, all in the City 
of New York and State of New York on the 25th day of February, 1936. 


Bethlehem Steel Corporation, 


by 


R. E. McMath, Vice-President. 


(SEAL) 

Attest: 

W. J. Brown, Assistant Secretary. 
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WASHINGTON, D. C. 

FORM 10-K 

For Corporations 


ANNUAL REPORT 


For Fiscal Year Ended December 31, 1936 


BETHLEHEM STEEL CORPORATION 

(A DELAWARE CORPORATION) 

(Name of Registrant) 


Principal Office (Statutory): 100 West Tenth Street, Wilmington, Del. 
New York Address: Cunard Building, 25 Broadway, New York City 

(Address of Principal Executive Offices) 

State of Delaware—July 1, 1919 

(The State or Other Sovereign Power under which Incorporated and Date of Incorporation) 

Perpetual 

(Date of Termination of Charter) 

Second Tuesday in April, at 100 West Tenth Street, Wilmiugton, Del. 

(Date and Place ol Annual Meetings) 


TABLE OF SECURITIES REGISTERED 


Securities Registered 



Amount as of close of Fiscal Year 

Title of Issue 

Amount as to which 
registration is effective 

Amount to be registered 
upon notice of issuance 


Seven Per Cent. Cumulative 
Preferred Stock—$100 par 

value. 

Five Per Cent. Cumulative 
Preferred Stock—$20 par 

value. 

Common Stock—without 

par value. 

Consolidated Mortgage 
Twenty-Five Year Sink¬ 
ing Fund 4 }4% Bonds, 
Series D. Due July 1, 

1960. 

Consolidated Mortgage 
Thirty Year Sinking Fund 
8J^% Bonds, Series E. 
Due October 1, 1966. 


933,887 Shares 


933,887 Shares 
3,194,314 Shares 


$55,000,000 

$55,000,000 


None 


None 

None 


None 


None 


Names of Exchanges on 
which Registered 

New York Stock Exchange 

New York Stock Exchange 
New York Stock Exchange 

New York Stock Exchange 

New York Stock Exchange 


Name and address of person authorized to receive notices and communications from the Securities 
and Exchange Commission: 

R. E. McMath, Vice-President, 


25 Broadway, 

New York City. 
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AFFILIATIONS 


LUt the following and Indicate the respective percentages of voting power, or other basis of control, as 
required by the Instructions: 

All subsidiaries of the registrant. —- - 

Below is set forth a list of the subsidiaries of the registrant at December 31, 1936. 
Opposite the name of each thereof is stated the State of the United States or the country 
under the laws of which it then existed and, disregarding directors shares, the per¬ 
centage of voting power that was then represented by the securities owned (or held 
under the Cambria Lease—See Note) by the immediately controlling corporation. 
An asterisk (*) before the name of a subsidiary indicates that its accounts are not con¬ 
solidated in any of the consolidated statements which are included in this Report. A 
dagger (t) before the name of a subsidiary indicates that its accounts are included in 
the combined statements of the Ore Mining Subsidiaries Not Consolidated included in 
this Report. 

Organized Under Per Cent, of 
Name Laws of Voting Power 

Bethlehem Chile Iron Mines Company.-.... Delaware 100 

Bethlehem-Cuba Iron Mines Company.. West Virginia 100 

Ellsworth Collieries Company...-. Pennsylvania 100 

Sunday Lake Iron Company, The. Michigan 100 

Bethlehem Shipbuilding Corporation, Ltd. .-. Delaware 100 

Bethlehem Steel Company.—. Pennsylvania 100 

Bethlehem Steel Realty Corporation. Pennsylvania 100 

Bethlehem Land and Improvement Corporation-. New York 100 

Northampton County Water Company... Pennsylvania 100 

Buffington Water Company. Pennsylvania 100 

Dundalk Company, The..'.. Maryland 100 

Dundalk Sewerage Company, The-. Maryland 100 

Dundalk Water Company, The. Maryland 100 

East Wheatfield Water Company.—. Pennsylvania 100 

Franklin Iron Company, The.;..... New Jersey 100 

Johnstown Water Corporation (See Note). Delaware 100 

Johnstown Water Company. Pennsylvania 98.51 

Conemaugh and Franklin Water Company. Pennsylvania 100 

Lebanon Consolidated Water Company.-. Pennsylvania 100 

Lebanon County Light. Heat and Fuel Company, The. Pennsylvania 100 

• f Mahoning Ore and Steel Company (See Note). Pennsylvania 51 

Manufacturers Water Company, The (See Note).-. Pennsylvania 100 

Penn Iron Mining Company (See Note).-. Michigan 100 

Penn Iron Mining Company of Wisconsin.. Wisconsin 100 

Pine Township Water Company.—.-.-. Pennsylvania 100 

Possum Glory Water Company.-. Pennsylvania 100 

Bethlehem Steel Company...... Delaware 100 

Bethlehem Steel Export Corporation..... Delaware 100 

Bethlehem Supply Corporation ...-. Delaware 100 

Bethlehem Transportation Corporation.... Delaware 100 

Buena Vista Iron Company........ New Jersey 100 

Calmar Steamship Corporation........ Delaware 100 

• Cambria Steamship Company —.-.. Delaware 62 

Compania de Minas de Fierro “Las Truchas” S. A. Mexico 100 

Conemaugh & Black Lick Railroad Company...... Pennsylvania 100 

Cornwall Railroad Company.—.. Pennsylvania 100 

• f Corsica Iron Company..... Minnesota 66.63 

• t Cuyuna Ore Company.. Ohio 60 

• Farmers and Merchants Bank... West Virginia 100 

Fore River Railroad Corporation.. Massachusetts 100 

Fore River Shipbuilding Corporation... Massachusetts 100 

• f Hobart Iron Company. Minnesota 66-2/3 

Industrial Collieries Corporation.. Delaware 100 

Iron Mines Company of Venezuela.... Delaware 100 

Juragua Iron Company. A .. Pennsylvania 100 

• Mahoning Steamship Company... Delaware 53.37 

Ore Steamship Corporation... Delaware 100 

• f Palmer Mining Company..... Michigan 51 

Patapsco & Back Rivers Railroad Company. Maryland 100 

Philadelphia, Bethlehem and New England Railroad Company.... Pennsylvania 100 

Service Stores Corporation.-.. Pennsylvania 100 

Service Stores Corporation... Michigan 100 

South Buffalo Railway Company....... New York 100 

Steelton & Highspire Railroad Company__ Pennsylvania 100 

Union Iron Works Dry Dock Company..... California 100 

Note. All the properties of Cambria Iron Company (only three one-hundredths of 1% of the out¬ 
standing capital stock of which was at December 31,19$6, owned by the registrant or any of the subsidiaries) 
were at that date leased to Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) under a 999 year lease dated December 1, 1898 
(in this Report sometimes referred to as the Cambria Lease). The accounts of Cambria Iron Company are 
included in the consolidated statements of Bethlehem Steel Corporation, a corporation organized and formerly 
existing under the laws of the State of New Jersey, and its subsidiaries and of the registrant and its subsid¬ 
iaries which are included in this Report, except that in each case the par value of the outstanding stock of 
Cambria Iron Company owned by the public is treated as an indebtedness of the consolidated group and 
t he rental paid under the Camhria Lease is deducted in determining the co nsolidated n et income. 100% of 
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100 

Delaware 
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100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

New York 

100 

Pennsylvania 
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Maryland 
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Pennsylvania 

100 
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Delaware 
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Pennsylvania 

98.51 

Pennsylvania 
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Pennsylvania 
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Delaware 

100 

Delaware 

. 100 

Delaware 
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Delaware 
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100 

Delaware 
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Delaware 

62 

Mexico 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 

Pennsylvania 

100 
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66.63 

Ohio 

60 

West Virginia 

100 
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100 

Massachusetts 

100 

Minnesota 

66-2/3 
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100 
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100 
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100 

Pennsylvania 
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the voting stocks of Penn Iron Mining Company (Mi< 
Johnstown Water Corporation and 50% of the voting s 


n), The Manufacturers Water Company and 
of Mahoning Ore and Steel Company were at 
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December 31, 1936, respectively, owned by Cambria Iron Company and were then covered by the Cambria 
Lease. 1% of the voting stock of Mahoning Ore and Steel Company was then owned by Bethlehem Steel 
Company (Pa.) 

On February 26, 1936, pursuant to an Agreement of Merger dated January 16, 
1936 (hereinafter sometimes called the Agreement of Merger), Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration, a corporation organized and formerly existing under the laws of the State of 
New Jersey (hereinafter sometimes called the New Jersey Corporation), and three 
other corporations, all the outstanding shares of the capital stock of each of which 
immediately prior thereto were owned by the New Jersey Corporation, to wit, Beth¬ 
lehem Mines Corporation, Kalman Steel Corporation and Union Iron Works Company, 
were merged into the registrant (the name of which was formerly Pacific Coast Steel 
Corporation), all the outstanding shares of the capital stock of which were at that 
time also owned by the New Jersey Corporation. The merger that was effected on Feb¬ 
ruary 26, 1936, by the filing and recording of the Agreement of Merger is hereinafter in 
this Report sometimes called the Merger. Said five corporations, the parties to the 
Merger, are hereinafter sometimes collectively referred to as the Constituent Corpora¬ 
tions. Unless the context shall clearly otherwise indicate or recognized accounting prac¬ 
tice shall clearly otherwise require, whenever the term “subsidiaries" is used in this 
Report with reference to any period of time or date prior to the Merger, it shall be 
deemed to mean the corporations included in the foregoing list (other than Bethlehem 
Supply Corporation) and the Constituent Corporations (other than the New Jersey Cor¬ 
poration) and the other corporations, if any, all of the outstanding capital stock of 
which was at the time owned (or held under the Cambria Lease), directly or indirectly, 
by the New Jersey Corporation, except those of the type referred to in the first sentence 
of the last paragraph of this answer to Item 1(a); and, unless as aforesaid, whenever 
said term is used in this Report in respect of any period of time or date subsequent to 
the Merger, it shall be deemed to mean the corporations included in such list (or, if 
used in respect of any period of time or date subsequent to the Merger and prior to 
December 31, 1936, the corporations included in such list other than Bethlehem .Supply 
Corporation) and the other corporations, if any, all the outstanding capital stock of 
which was at the time owned (or held under the Cambria Lease), directly or indirectly, 
by the registrant, except those of the type referred to in the first sentence of the last 
paragraph of this answer to Item 1(a), 

The registrant also owned, directly or indirectly, at December 31, 1936, a sub¬ 
stantial percentage of the voting stocks of seven other corporations engaged in the 
mining of iron ore (See Note D of the Notes to Consolidated Accounts), but as there 
shown it did not then own more than 50% of the voting stock of any of such other cor¬ 
porations. The remainder of the voting stock of each of such other corporations was 
then controlled by not more than four other stockholders, each of whom took an active 
interest in the affairs of such other corporation. Accordingly, the registrant disclaims 
actual existence of effective control by it, directly or indirectly, of any of such other cor¬ 
porations and does not regard them as subsidiaries; and, when the term “subsidiaries" 
is used in this Report, it shall not be deemed to include any of them. 

The foregoing list does not include the names of seven inactive corporations more 
than 50% of the voting stock of each of which was at December 31, 1936, owned, 
directly or indirectly, by the registrant, because such corporations did not then have 
any assets other than some claims of small or doubtful value, none of them has had 
any income since January 1, 1936, the stocks thereof so owned were not at December 
31, 1936, carried on the books of the registrant or of any of its subsidiaries as repre¬ 
senting any investment and such corporations were not then of material significance 
in relation to the total enterprise represented by the registrant and its subsidiaries in 
any respect. Nor does it include one corporation some of the stock of which was 
acquired by the New Jersey Corporation directly or through one or more of its sub¬ 
sidiaries prior to January 1, 1936, and additional stock of which was acquired by the 
New Jersey Corporation or the registrant directly or through one or more of their 
respective subsidiaries during the year 1936, so that on December 31, 1936, the regis¬ 
trant and/or one or more of its subsidiaries owned more than 50% but less than 60% 
of the aggregate number of the outstanding shares of the two classes of stock of said 
corporation, Preferred and Common. Because of default in the payment of dividends 
on the Preferred Stock, it has equal voting rights per share with the Common Stock. 
During the entire year 1936, said corporation was, and at the date of this Report is, 
in an equity receivership under the jurisdiction of a District Court of the United States, 
and during the year the voting of stock in said corporation would have accomplished 
nothing. The registrant, therefore, disclaims actual existence of effective control by 
it, directly or indirectly, of said corporation. Accordingly, the registrant does not 
regard the corporations referred to in this paragraph as subsidiaries; and, when the 
term “subsidiaries" is used in this Report, it shall not be deemed to include any of them. 
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(b) All parents of the registrant 
None. 


MANAGEMENT AND CONTROL 


2 . 


List the names and addresses of all directors and officers of the registrant Indicate the office or offices 
held. If any person Is both an officer and director, so state. 

As of December 31, 1936: 

Name Address Office 


Quincy Bent 
Norborne Berkeley 
George H. Blakeley 
C. Austin Buck 
Charles R. Holton 
Archibald Johnston 
Joseph M. Larkin 
Paul Mackall 
Charles D. Marshall 

Grayson M.-P. Murphy 
Charles M. Schwab 

Eugene G. Grace 
Robert E. McMath 

Frederick A. Shickr 

James H. Ward 
Charles R. Miller 
Richard H. Schlottman 
William J. Brown 

Warren M. Driver 
William H. Johnstone 
James P. Bender 
William L. Achenbach 
Donald T. Aikenhead 


(Mail) 

25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 

6300 Fifth Avenue, 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Ill Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 
25 Broadway, New York City 

"25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 
25 Broadway, New York City 
25 Broadway, New York City 
25 Broadway, New York City 

25 Broadway, New York City 
25 Broadway, New York City 
25 Broadway, New York City 
25 Broadway, New York City 
25 Broadway, New York City 


Director 

Director 

Director 

Director 

Director 

Director 

Director 

Director 

Director 

Director 

Director and Chairman 
of Board of Directors 

Director and President 

Director, Vice-President 
and Secretary 

Director and Comp- ■ 
troller 

Vice-President 

Vice-President 

Assistant Comptroller 

Treasurer and Assistant 
Secretary 

Assistant Secretary 
Assistant Secretary 
Assistant Treasurer 
Assistant Treasurer 
Assistant Treasurer 


3. 


4. 


Give the Information required below for all persons owning of record more than 10 per cent of any class 
of equity securities of the registrant 

As of February 1, 1937: 

None. 

Give the following information as to the registrant's securities, other than equity securities, owned by each 
director and each officer of the registrant The statements are to be made both as to the securities 
owned of record and those owned beneficially. 


Name 


W. L. Achenbach 


As of December 31, 1936* 


Office 


Securities Owned 


Title of Issue 


Amount of Amount 
Record Beneficially 


Assistant First Lien and Refunding 
Treasurer Mortgage Five Per Cent. 

Thirty-Year Gold Bonds of 
Bethlehem Steel Company 
(Pa.). Due May 1, 1942... $ 2,000 $ 2,000 


•Does not include bonds held by Paul Mackall, a director of the registrant, as trustee under a trust under 
which he did not have any beneficial interest. 
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dividends accrued for such year upon the preferred stock or preferred stocks of the 
Corporation outstanding, exclusive of any shares thereof held in the treasury of the 
Corporation and of its subsidiary companies. Said consolidated net income shall 
be as shown in the consolidated income statement of the Corporation and its 
subsidiary companies for such year as certified by independent public accountants 
after an audit by them of the accounts of the Corporation and its subsidiary com¬ 
panies in accordance with the customary practice of said accountants. When and 
to the extent authorized by the Board of Directors, payments to said Fund in 
respect of said consolidated net income for any fiscal year of the Corporation may 
be made during such year, subject to final adjustment upon the completion by 
said accountants of their said audit for such year. 

“The persons who shall be eligible to receive special compensation out of said 
Fund shall be (1) the executive officers of the Corporation, (2) the heads of depart¬ 
ments having general control of matters affecting the Corporation and its sub¬ 
sidiary companies as a whole, and (3) the other persons, if any, who shall be 
directors of the Corporation and in its employ or in the employ of one or more of 
its subsidiary companies. Said officers, heads of departments and other persons, 
if any, are hereinafter in this Article Tenth collectively referred to as the executives 
of the Corporation. 

“Whenever any cash dividend shall be paid upon the Common Stock, then 
to the extent that the amounts that shall theretofore have been paid into said 
Fund out of earnings after December 31, 1935, and that the aggregate amount 
which shall then remain in said Fund shall be sufficient therefor, there shall be paid 
to the executives of the Corporation an amount equal to one-fifteenth (l/15th) of 
the aggregate amount of said cash dividend. 

“The apportionments of the amounts that shall be paid out of said Fund to 
the respective executives of the Corporation, as well as the amounts of their 
respective fixed salaries, shall be determined by the Board of Directors or by any 
one or more committees (none of which shall consist of less than three members) 
appointed by the Board of Directors from among its members; provided, however, 
that none of the executives of the Corporation shall as a member of the Board of 
Directors or of any such committee thereof have any vote in the determination of 
the amount that shall be paid to him out of said Fund or as a fixed salary. 

“The Board of Directors, acting for the Corporation as the owner, direct or 
indirect, of capital stock in any other corporation, shall have power in its discretion 
to approve any plan for the payment of incentive compensation to the officers and 
employees of said other corporation which shall be based on the net earnings of 
said other corporation or in any other manner which will make the amount of said 
incentive compensation dependent upon the results accomplished by them or any 
of them, and the Board of Directors shall also have power to adopt similar plans 
for the payment of incentive compensation to officers and employees of the Cor¬ 
poration engaged in the conduct and operation of businesses relating to physical 
properties directly owned or operated by it; provided, however, that none of the 
persons who shall receive any amount out of said Fund in any calendar quarter-year 
shall receive any such other incentive compensation for the whole or any part of 
the same quarter-year from the Corporation or from any corporation any of the 
stock of which shall at the time be owned directly or indirectly by the Corporation. ” 

6. As to any options outstanding at the close of the fiscal year to purchase securities of the registrant from 
the registrant: (a) state the amount, with the title of the issue, called for by such options; (b) outline 
briefly the prices, expiration dates, and other material conditions on which such options may be exer¬ 
cised; (c) give the name and address of each person holding such options calling for more than five 
per cent of the total amount subject to option, and give the amount called for by the options of each 
such person; and (d) for each class of such options not previously reported state the consideration 
for the granting thereof. 

None. 


BUSINESS 

7 . Describe briefly the material changes which may have occurred within the fiscal year In the general char- 
_ acter of the business do ne b y the re gistra nt and I ts subsidiari es. 

None. CD 
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This annual report comprises i 

(1) Pages numbered 1 to 43 consecutively, and insert pages numbered (None), 
including the financial statements and schedules as listed on page 7 in answer to Item 8. 

(2) The following exhibit: 

Exhibit 1—Copy of Agreement dated February 28, 1936, between the regis¬ 
trant, party of the first part, and Eugene G. Grace, Robert E. 
McMath and Frederick A. Shick, parties of the second part (in¬ 
cluding a copy of the Management Stock Ownership Plan as 
Appendix A). 

A copy of the above described Exhibit was filed by the registrant as an 
exhibit to its Registration Statement (Form A-2—Registration No. 2-2427) 
for the registration of $55,000,000, principal amount, of its Consolidated 
Mortgage Thirty Year Sinking Fund 3%% Bonds, Series E, with the desig¬ 
nation Exhibit I-13(d). Said copy is hereby incorporated by reference as an 
exhibit hereto. 

This Annual Report is filed subject to the instructions contained in the Instruction Book 
for Form 10-K for Corporations, and amendment numbered 1. 


SIGNATURE 

In pursuance of the requirements of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, the registrant, 
Bethlehem Steel Corporation, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of Dela¬ 
ware, has duly caused this Annual Report to be signed on its behalf by the undersigned, 
thereunto duly authorized, and its seal to be hereunto affixed and attested, all in the City 
of New York and State of New York on the 29th day of April, 1937. 


Bethlehem Steel Corporation, 


by 


* 

R. E. McMath, Vice-President. 


(SEAL) 

Attest: 

W. J, Brown, Assistant Secretary, 


43 


8 224 




BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD 

16546 Board Ex. No. 6. 

United States of America 
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Securities and Exchange Commission 

I, Edward L. Payne, Chief, Docket, Mail and Files Sec¬ 
tion, of the Securities and Exchange Commission, Wash¬ 
ington, D. C., which Commission was created by the Secur¬ 
ities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U. S. C. A., Sec. 78a et seq), 
and acting official custodian of the books and records of 
said Commission, and all books and records created or 
established by the Federal Trade Commission, pursuant 
to the provisions of the Securities Act of 1933 and trans¬ 
ferred to this Commission in accordance with Section 210 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, do hereby certify 
that attached is a full, true and complete copy of: 

Facing sheet, pages 1 to 10, inclusive and pages 14, 34 
and 60 of registration statement filed with this Commis¬ 
sion August 10, 1937 by Bethlehem Steel Corporation, pur¬ 
suant to the provisions of the Securtiies Act of 1933 as 
amended, under File No. 2-3346. 

In witness whereof I have hereunto subscribed my name 
and caused the seal of the Securities and Exchange Com¬ 
mission to be affixed this 13th day of August, A. D., 1937, 
at Washington, D. C. 

EDWARD L. PAYNE 

(Seal) Chief, Docket, Mail and Files 

Section. 



Date of Filing 


Registration No 


Effective Date 


FORM A-2 
Foil Corporations 


SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE COMMISSION 


WASHINGTON, 1). C. 


REGISTRATION STATEMENT 

UNDER 

SECURITIES ACT OF 1933 


BETHLEHEM STEEL CORPORATION 

(A DELAWARE COIUORATION) 

/vr__ t u_: r i_IN 

Uranic cn i\egiSu<uu.j 


SECURl TIES REGIS TEREI) 


Title of issue, or issues 

Amount 

Fifteen Year Sinking Fund Convertible % Debentures*. Due 

October 1, 1952. 

$18,000,000 

$47,809,410 

shares** 

Warrants evidencing rights in respect of 3,191,294 shares of the Common 
Stock of the registrant to purchase such Debentures in the aggregate princi¬ 
pal amount of. 

Common Stock, without par value, including scrip certificates in respect 
of fractional interests in shares. 



* The Debentures which are being registered hereunder may be issued in both temporary and definitive form. 

** The shares of Common Stock which are being registered hereunder are to be issued solely upon conversion 
of the Debentures which are being registered hereunder. The number of such shares of Common Stock has been 
determined on the assumption that all such Debentures may be converted into shares thereof at the lowest base con¬ 
version price of such Debentures which is specified in the indenture under which they are to be issued. 

The number of such shares will be supplied by amendment to this Registration Statement. 


Amount of Filing Fee: $1,800 


Approximate Date of Proposed Public Offering: September 8, 1937. 


Name and address of person authorized to receive notices and communications from the Securities 
and Exchange Commission: 


R. E. McMath, Vice-President, 
25 Broadway, 

New York City. 
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CALCULATION OF REGISTRATION FEE 


... Col. A,_ 

_Col. B._ 

CoL C. „ 

Title of Issue, or Imum Registered 

Amount 

registered 

Proposed 
maximum 
offering price 
per unit 

Fifteen Year Sinking Fund Convertible 

• 


% Debentures. Due October 1, 
1952. 

$48,000,000 

$100* 

Warrants evidencing rights in respect 
of 3,191,294 shares of the Common 
Stock of the registrant to purchase 
such Debentures in the aggregate 
principal amount of. 

$47,869,410 


Common Stock, without par value, in¬ 
cluding scrip certificates in respect of 
fractional interests in shares. 

shares** 



Col. D. 


urn 


aggregate 
offering price 


$48,000,000* 


Col. E. 


Amount of 
filing fee 


$4,800 


— ~•• • • »«wv i^uivg M4v vuvmwwvf n iuvii imiv ^wn mmiuv ovivi/ ivi vuv |vui 

of determining the filing fee. 

M The snares of Common Stock which are being registered hereunder are to be issued solely upon con¬ 
version of the Debentures which are being registered hereunder. The number of such shares of Common Stock 
has been determined on the assumption that all such Debentures may be converted into shares thereof at the 
lowest base conversion price of such Debentures which is specified in the indenture under which they are to 
be issued. 

The number of such shares will be supplied by amendment to this Registration Statement. 


ORGANIZATION 

1. Exact name of registrant: 

Bethlehem Steel Corporation. 

2. Address of principal executive offices: 

Principal office (statutory): 100 West Tenth Street, Wilmington, Delaware. 

New York address: Cunard Building, 25 Broadway, New York City. 

3. The state or other sovereign power under which Incorporated, and the date of Incorporation: 

State of Delaware, July 1, 1919. 

4* List the following and Indicate the respective percentages of voting power as required by the instructions: 
(a) All subsidiaries of the registrant 

Below is t set forth a list of the subsidiaries of the registrant. Opposite the name 
of each thereof is stated the State of the United States or the country under the laws 
of which it exists and, disregarding directors shares, the percentage of voting power that 
is represented by the securities owned (or held under the Cambria Lease—see Note, 
page 2) by the immediately controlling corporation. 

An asterisk (*) before the name of a subsidiary indicates that its accounts are not 
consolidated in any of the consolidated statements which are included in this Regis¬ 
tration Statement. A dagger (f) before the name of a subsidiary indicates that its 
accounts are included in the combined statements of the Ore Mining Subsidiaries Not 
Consolidated included in this Registration Statement. 

Name 

Bethlehem Chile Iron Mines Company..____ 

Bethlehem-Cuba Iron Mines Company... 

Ellsworth Collieries Company.... 

Bethlehem Shipbuilding Corporation, Ltd,..... 

Bethlehem Steel Company... 

Bethlehem Steel Realty Corporation. 

Bethlehem Land and Improvement Corporation.. 

Northampton County Water Company. 

Buffington Water Company. 

Dundalk Company, The.. 

Dundalk Sewerage Company, The.. 

Dundalk Water Company, The... 

East Wheatfield Water Company..... 

Franklin Iron Company, The... 

Johnstown Water Corporation (See Note, page 2)... 

Johnstown Water Company.... 

Conemaugh and Franklin Water Company.. 

Lebanon Consolidated Water Company... 

Lebanon County Light, Heat and Fuel Company, The. 

• f Mahoning Ore and Steel Company (See Note, page 2). 

Manufacturers Water Company, The (See Note, page 2). 

Penn Iron Mining Company (See Note, page 2). 

Penn Iron Mining Company of Wisconsin... 

Pine Township Water Company.... 

_ Possum Glory Water Company... 

t Wherever a verb is used in this Registration Statement, it should be understood that it speaks as of 
the effective date hereof, unless the context shall clearly indicate otherwise orastatement to the contrary shall be 
made herein. 


Organized Under 
the Law of 

Delaware 
West Virginia 
Pennsylvania 
Delaware 
Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 
New York 
Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 
Maryland 
Maryland 
Maryland 
Pennsylvania 
New Jersey 
Delaware 
Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 
Michigan 
Wisconsin 
Pennsylvania 
Pennsylvania 


Per Cent, of 
Voting Power 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

98.51 

100 

100 

100 

51 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 
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Name 


Calmar Steamship Corporation.. 

• Cambria Steamship Company.... 

Compania de Minas de Fierro “Las Truchas” S. i 

Conemaugh & Black Lick Railroad Company.. 

Cornwall Railroad Company.—.... 

♦ f Corsica Iron Company.. 

* f Cuyuna Ore Company... 

* Farmers and Merchants Bank. 


Juragua Iron Company.. 

Mahoning Steamship Company. 

Ore Steamship Corporation..—.... 


Sunday Lake Iron Company, The. 


Organized Under 

Per Cent, of 

the Laws of 

Voting Power 

... Delaware 

100 

... Delaware 

100 

... Delaware 

100 

... Delaware 

100 

... New Jersey 

100 

... Delaware 

100 

... Delaware 

62 

... Mexico 

100 

... Pennsylvania 

100 

... Pennsylvania 

100 

... Minnesota 

66.63 

... Ohio 

60 

... West Virginia 

100 

... Massachusetts 

100 

... Massachusetts 

100 

... Minnesota 

66-2/3 

... Delaware 

100 

... Delaware 

100 

... Pennsylvania 

100 

... Delaware 

53.37 

... Delaware 

100 

... Michigan 

51 

... Maryland 

100 

... Pennsylvania 

100 

... Pennsylvania 

100 

... Michigan 

100 

... New York 

100 

... Pennsylvania 

100 

... Michigan 

100 

— California 

100 


Note. All the properties of Cambria Iron Company (only three one-hundredths of 1% of the outstanding 
capital stock of which is owned by the registrant or any of the subsidiaries) are teased to Bethlehem Steel Company 
(Pa.) under a 999 year lease dated December 1, 1898 (in this Registration Statement sometimes referred to as the 
Cambria Lease).. The accounts of Cambria Iron Company are Included in the consolidated statements of Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Corporation, a corporation organized and formerly existing under the laws of the State of New Jersey, and 
its subsidiaries and of the registrant ana its subsidiaries which are included in this Registration Statement, except 
that in each case the par value of the outstanding stock of Cambria Iron Company owned by the public is treated as 
an indebtedness of one of the subsidiaries consolidated and the rental paid under the Cambria Lease is deducted in 
determining the consolidated net income. 100% of the voting stocks of Penn Iron Mining Company, The Manu¬ 
facturers Water Company and Johnstown Water Corporation and 50% of the voting stock of Mahoning Ore and 
Steel Company are, respectively, owned by Cambria Iron Company and are covered by the Cambria Lease. 1% 
of the voting stock of Mahoning Ore and Steel Company is owned by Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.). For a further 
description of the Cambria Lease see subdivision 1 of the answer to Item 41. 


On February 26, 1936, pursuant to an Agreement of Merger dated January 16, 
1936 (which is more fully described in subdivision 7 of the answer to Item 41 and which 
is hereinafter sometimes called the Agreement of Merger), Bethlehem Steel Corpora¬ 
tion, a corporation organized and formerly existing under the laws of the State of New 
Jersey (hereinafter sometimes called the Old New Jersey Corporation), and three other 
corporations, all the outstanding shares of the capital stock of each of which imme¬ 
diately prior thereto were owned by the Old New Jersey Corporation, to wit, Bethlehem 
Mines Corporation, Kalman Steel Corporation and Union Iron Works Company, were 
merged into the registrant (the name of which was formerly Pacific Coast Steel Cor¬ 
poration), all the outstanding shares of the capital stock of which were at that time 
also owned by the Old New Jersey Corporation. The merger that was effected on 
February 26, 1936, by the filing and recording of the Agreement of Merger is herein¬ 
after in this Registration Statement sometimes called the Merger. Said five corpora¬ 
tions, the parties to the Merger, are hereinafter sometimes collectively referred to as the 
Constituent Corporations. Unless the context shall clearly otherwise indicate or recog¬ 
nized accounting practice shall dearly otherwise require, whenever the term “sub¬ 
sidiaries” is used in this Registration Statement with reference to any period of time or 
date prior to the Merger, it shall be deemed to mean the corporations included in the 
foregoing list (other than Bethlehem Supply Corporation, the stock of which was 
acquired by the registrant as of December 31, 1936) and the Constituent Cor¬ 
porations (other than the Old New Jersey Corporation) and the other corporations, 
if any, all the outstanding capital stock of which was at the time owned (or held under 
the Cambria Lease), directly or indirectly, by the Old New Jersey Corporation, except 
those of the type referred to in the first sentence of the last paragraph of this answer 
to Item 4(a); and, unless as aforesaid, whenever said term is used in this Registration 
Statement in respect of any period of time or date subsequent to the Merger, it shall 
be deemed to mean the corporations included in such list (or, if used in respect of any 
period of time or date subsequent to the Merger and prior to December 31, 1936, the 
corporations included in such list other than Bethlehem Supply Corporation) and the 
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other corporations, if any, all the outstanding capital stock of which was at the time 
owned (or held under the Cambria Lease), directly or indirectly, by the registrant, 
except those of the type referred to in the first sentence of the last paragraph of this 
answer to Item 4(a). 

The registrant also owns, directly or indirectly, a substantial percentage of the 
voting stocks of seven other corporations engaged in the mining of iron ore (See Note 
D of the Notes to Consolidated Accounts), but as there shown it does not own more 
than 50% of the voting stock of any of such other corporations. The remainder of the 
voting stock of each of such other corporations is controlled by not more than four other 
stockholders, each of whom takes an active interest in the affairs of such other cor¬ 
poration. Accordingly, the registrant disclaims actual existence of effective control by 
it, directly or indirectly, of any of such other corporations and does not regard them as 
subsidiaries; and, when the term “subsidiaries" is used in this Registration Statement, 
it shall not be deemed to include any of them. 

The foregoing list does not include the names of seven inactive corporations more 
than 50% of the voting stock of each of which is owned, directly or indirectly, by the 
registrant, because such corporations do not have any assets other than some claims 
of small or doubtful value, none of them has had any income since January 1, 1934, 
the stocks thereof so owned are not carried on the books of the registrant or of any of 
its subsidiaries as representing any investment and such corporations are not of material 
significance in relation to the total enterprise represented by the registrant and its 
subsidiaries in any respect. Nor does the foregoing list include one corporation more 
than 50% but less than 60% of the aggregate number of the outstanding shares of the 
two classes of stock of which, Preferred and Common, is owned by the registrant and/or 
one or more of its subsidiaries. Because of default in the payment of dividends on the 
Preferred Stock of said corporation, it has equal voting rights per share with the 
Common Stock. Said corporation is in an equity receivership under the jurisdiction 
of a District Court of the United States, and the voting of stock in said corporation 
would accomplish nothing. The registrant, therefore, disclaims actual existence of 
effective control by it, directly or indirectly, of said corporation. Accordingly, the 
registrant does not regard the corporations referred to in this paragraph as subsidiaries; 
and, when the term “subsidiaries" is used in this Registration Statement, it shall not 
be deemed to include any of them. 

(b) All parents of the registrant. 

None. 


HISTORY AND BUSINESS 

6. Outline briefly the general character of the business done and intended to be done by the registrant and 
its subsidiaries. 

The business of the registrant consists chiefly of holding and owning stocks and 
obligations of subsidiaries all the capital stocks of which (except directors qualifying 
shares in the case of a few of the subsidiaries) it owns, and also of holding and owning 
some physical properties which are operated by subsidiaries. It does not operate any 
physical properties. 

The subsidiaries of the registrant are engaged chiefly in, and their present intentions 
are to continue to be engaged chiefly in, the businesses of: (1) the manufacturing and 
selling of iron, steel and certain other products, including: structural shapes, rails and 
rail accessories, plates, sheet piling, bars, rods, blooms, billets, slabs, sheet and tin plate 
bars, skelp, pipe, tubes, sheets, strip, black and tin plate, wire and wire products, bolts, 
nuts, rivets and spikes, car wheels, railroad frogs and switches, armor plate, gun forgings, 
shell forgings, axles, pressed, hammered and drop forgings, steel, iron and brass castings, 
pig iron, ferro-manganese, ferro-silicon, ingot moulds, stools and bottom plates, ma¬ 
chinery, coke and by-products produced in the manufacture of coke; (2) the construc¬ 
tion and selling of steel passenger-train, freight-train and mine cars; (3) the fabricating 
and/or selling and/or erecting of steel for buildings, bridges, tanks and other miscel¬ 
laneous structures; (4) the contracting for, and the building and repairing of, naval and 
merchant vessels; (5) the mining and quarrying of ore, coal and limestone chiefly for 
the use of one or more of the subsidiaries; (6) the transporting of ore, coal, limestone 
and grain on the Great Lakes, of ore from Chile and Cuba to the United States, of coal 
in coastwise traffic on the Atlantic Coast of the United States and from the United 
States to Cuba and to the Panama Canal Zone, and of iron and steel products in coast¬ 
wise traffic between ports of the United States, and of iron and steel products, lumber 00 

and miscellaneous merchandise between Atlantic and Pacific Coast ports of the United 
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States; (7) the operation of short line railroads in the vicinities of plants operated by 
certain subsidiaries; and (8) the operation of public water supply systems in the vicini¬ 
ties of certain plants and other properties operated by certain subsidiaries. 

Incidental to the businesses of the subsidiaries of the registrant some of such 
subsidiaries operate warehouses primarily for the distribution of products manufactured 
by subsidiaries and some subsidiaries own housing facilities which are held primarily 
for rental to employees. 

6. Outline briefly the general development of the business for the preceding five years. 

Treating the businesses of the Old New Jersey Corporation and its subsidiaries 
during that part of the five years last past which ended with February 26, 1936 (the 
effective date of the Merger), as if they had been the businesses of the registrant and 
its subsidiaries, the businesses of the registrant and its subsidiaries during such five 
years have been in general as set forth in the answer to Item 5. During such five years, 
however, some new facilities have been constructed and some old facilities have been 
rebuilt or replaced. 

During such five years certain facilities at a plant at Coatesville, Pennsylvania, 
were removed to other plants, and the blast furnace and open hearth department and 
some other facilities at such plant at Coatesville were abandoned; a plant located 
at Blasdell, New York, for the rolling of sheets having an estimated* annual 
capacity of approximately 125,000 gross tons per year was acquired; a new sheet and 
strip mill of the continuous type for the production of hot and cold rolled sheets and 
strip and hot rolled plates, with an estimated annual capacity in the aggregate of 
approximately 600,000 gross tons, and six additional soaking pits, were constructed at 
the plant at Lackawanna, New York; a substantial addition for the production of cold 
rolled tin plate was made to the tin plate department at the plant at Sparrows Point, 
Maryland; and an addition was made to the finishing facilities of the rod and wire 
department at the plant at Johnstown, Pennsylvania; and other miscellaneous addi¬ 
tions and improvements were made at certain of the properties owned by the regis¬ 
trant and its subsidiaries. 

PROPERTY 

Stale briefly the general character and locatlon of the prlnclpal plants and other Important unite of the 

registrant and its subsidiaries. If any principal plant or Important unit Is not held In fee, so state 

and describe how held. 

Iron and Steel Producing and Manufacturing Plants:* 

Bethlehem Plant, located at Bethlehem, Pennsylvania : This plant comprises approxi¬ 
mately 728 acres of land, on which are located facilities with an estimated annual 
capacity of 1,596,000 gross tons of coke, 1,231,200 gross tons of pig iron and 1,828,000 
gross tons of open hearth and electric raw steel, together with rolling, forging, casting 
and other finishing facilities capable of converting such steel into certain semi-finished 
and finished products. 

Cambria Plant, located at Johnstown, Pennsylvania: This plant comprises approxi¬ 
mately 689 acres of land, on which are located facilities with an estimated annual 
capacity of 1,686,000 gross tons of coke, 1,178,400 gross tons of pig iron, 153,600 gross 
tons of ferro-manganese and 1,605,000 gross tons of open hearth and bessemer raw 
steel, together with roiling, forging, casting and other finishing facilities capable of 
converting such steel into certain semi-finished and finished products. 

Maryland Plant, located at Sparrows Point, Maryland: This plant consists of a Steel 
Division and a Shipbuilding Division (the latter being referred to elsewhere in this 
answer to Item 7). The Steel Division comprises approximately 1,931 acres of 
land, on which are located facilities with an estimated annual capacity of 1,590,000 gross 
tons of coke, 1,663,200 gross tons of pig iron and 2,517,000 gross tons of open hearth 
and bessemer raw steel, together with rolling, casting and other finishing facilities 
capable of converting such steel into certain semi-finished and finished products. 

Lackawanna Plant , located at Lackawanna and Blasdell, New York: This plant 
comprises approximately 1,066 acres of land, on which are located facilities with an 
estimated annual capacity of 1,200,000 gross tons of coke, 1,490,400 gross tons of pig 
lr °n and 2,370,000 gross tons of open hearth raw steel, together with rolling, casting 
and other finishing facilities capable of converting such steel into certain semi-finished 
and finished products. 
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_ Steelton Plant , located at Steelton and Danville, Pennsylvania: This plant consists 

of the Steelton Division located at Steelton, Pennsylvania, and the Danville Division 
located at Danville, Pennsylvania. The Steelton Division comprises approximately 
379 acres of land, on which are located facilities with an estimated annual capacity of 
261,000 gross tons of coke, 658,800 gross tons of pig iron and 660,000 gross tons of open 
hearth and electric raw steel, together with rolling, forging, casting and other fin¬ 
ishing facilities capable of converting such steel into certain semi-finished and finished 
products. The Danville Division comprises approximately 7 acres of land, on which 
are located rolling mills and other facilities with an estimated annual capacity of 25,500 
gross tons of certain finished steel products. 

Seattle Plant, located at Seattle, Washington: This plant comprises approximately 
82 acres of land, on which are located facilities with an estimated annual capacity of 
140,000 gross tons of open hearth raw steel, together with rolling and other finishing 
facilities capable of converting such steel into certain semi-finished and finished products. 

South San Francisco Plant, located at South San Francisco , California: This plant 
comprises approximately 99 acres of land, on which are located facilities with an esti¬ 
mated annual capacity of 155,000 gross tons of open hearth raw steel, together with 
rolling and other finishing facilities capable of converting such steel into certain semi¬ 
finished and finished products. 

Los Angeles Plant, located at Vernon , Los Angeles r California: This plant comprises 
approximately 58 acres of land, on which are located facilities with an estimated annual 
capacity of 85,000 gross tons of open hearth raw steel, together with rolling, forging 
and other finishing facilities capable of converting such steel into certain semi-finished 
and finished products. 

Lebanon Plant, located at Lebanon, Pennsylvania: This plant comprises approxi¬ 
mately 90 acres of land, on which are located puddle furnaces, rolling and other facilities 
with an estimated annual capacity of 162,500 gross tons of steel and iron bars and 
other finishing facilities capable of converting such bars into bolts, nuts, rivets and 
certain other finished products. 

Coatesville Plant, located at Coatesville, Pennsylvania: This plant comprises ap¬ 
proximately 38 acres of land, on which are located rolling and other facilities with an 
estimated annual capacity of 24,000 gross tons of steel and iron boiler tubes. 

Harlan Plant , located at Wilmington, Delaware: This plant comprises approxi¬ 
mately 43 acres of land, on which are located shops and other facilities for the manu¬ 
facture of passenger-train cars. 

Structural Fabricating Works :* 

Structural fabricating works located at the Bethlehem and Steelton Plants, at 
the Alameda Works of the Union Plant and at Pottstown, Rankin, Carnegie and 
Leetsdale, Pennsylvania; at Dunellen and Newark, New Jersey; at Buffalo, New York; 
at Chicago, Illinois; and at Los Angeles, California. Such works in the aggregate have 
an estimated annual capacity for fabricating 863,000 gross tons of steel for bridges, 
buildings, tanks and other structures. The acreages of the land occupied by such 
works located at the Bethlehem and Steelton Plants and at the Alameda Works are 
included in the respective acreages of such Plants and Works as stated elsewhere in 
this answer to Item 7. The other structural fabricating works comprise in the aggre¬ 
gate approximately 368 acres of land. 

Shipbuilding and Ship Repair Plants: 

Baltimore Plant, located at Baltimore , Maryland: This plant comprises the Lower 
Yard having an area of approximately 14 acres and the Upper Yard having an area of 
approximately 23 acres. It is equipped with floating docks, graving docks, wharves, 
shops and other facilities for the repairing of vessels. 

Shipbuilding Division of Maryland Plant, located at Sparrows Point , Maryland: 
This Division comprises approximately 102 acres of land. It is equipped with building 
ways, a floating dock, wharves, shops and other facilities for the construction and 
repairing of vessels. 


• See Note, page 4. 
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B°st° n Plant, located at Boston, Massachusetts: This plant consists of the Simpson 
Works and the Atlantic Works. The Simpson Works comprise approximately 8 5 
acres of land and are equipped with a floating dock, graving docks, wharves, shops and 
other facilities for the repairing of vessels. The Atlantic Works comprise approxi¬ 
mately 13.5 acres of land and are equipped with floating docks, marine railways, 
wharves, shops and other facilities for the repairing of vessels. 

Fore Rtver Plant, located at Quincy and Braintree, Massachusetts: This plant 
comprises approximately 97 acres of land. It is equipped with building ways, wharves, 

shops, foundries and other facilities for the construction of all types of naval and mer- 
chant vessels. 

Union Plant , located at San Francisco, Alameda and San Pedro, California: This 
plant consists of the Potrero Works located at San Francisco, California; the Alameda 
Works located at Alameda, California; the Hunter’s Point Dry Docks located at 
San Francisco, California; and the San Pedro Works located at San Pedro, California 
The Potrero Works comprise approximately 32 acres of land and are equipped with 
building ways, floating docks, wharves, shops and other facilities for the construction 
and repairing of vessels. The Alameda Works comprise approximately 66 acres of 
land and are equipped with wharves, shops and other facilities for the repairing of 
vessels. The Hunter’s Point Dry Docks comprise approximately 53 acres of land 
and are equipped with two large graving docks. The San Pedro Works comprise 
approximately 51 acres of land and are equipped with a floating dock, wharves, shops 
and other facilities for the repairing of vessels. 

Raw Material Properties:* 

Iron ° re Properties equipped for operation located on the Gogebic and Menominee 
Ranges, Michigan; at Cornwall, Pennsylvania; near Cruz Grande in the Province of 
Coquimbo. Chile; near Santiago on the South Coast and near Nipe Bay on the North 
oast in the Province of Oriente, Cuba. Also interests (based upon stock ownership 
in five subsidiaries not consolidated), ranging from 51% to 66-2/3%, and interests 
(based upon stock ownership in seven other corporations not subsidiaries), ranging 
from 22-2/9% to 50%, in iron ore properties equipped for operation located on the 
Gogebic, Marquette and Menominee Ranges, Michigan, and on the Cuyuna, Mesaba 
and Vermillion Ranges, Minnesota. 

An Iron Ore Concentrating and Sintering Plant located at Lebanon, Pennsyl- 
vama: This plant comprises approximately 136 acres of land, on which are located 

j „ haVmg a " est,mated annual opacity of 1,200,000 gross tons of concentrates 
and 750,000 gross tons of sinter. 

Undeveloped iron ore properties located at Romeral, in the Province of Coquimbo, 
Chile; in the Provinces of Camaguey and Oriente, Cuba; in the State of Michoachan, 
Mexico; and in the State of Bolivar, Venezuela. 

Chrome ore properties located near Camaguey, in the Province of Camaguey, Cuba. 

Coal properties equipped for operation located in the vicinities of Ellsworth, Heil- 
wood, Johnstown, Marianna and Slickville, Pennsylvania; and of Fairmont and Mor- 
gantown, West Virginia. 

Undeveloped coal properties located in Kanawha County, West Virginia, and in 
Cambria, Blair and Bedford Counties, Pennsylvania. 

Limestone properties equipped for operation located at Bethlehem, Bridgeport 
Hanover, Naginey and Steelton, Pennsylvania. ’ 

** 4 L f lmeS xT 0ne P r0pertleS undevelope(1 and/or not equipped for operation located at 
McAfee, New Jersey; m Center County and at York, Pennsylvania; at Pekin, New 
York; and at Felton, Cuba. 

The above-mentioned raw material properties which are equipped for operation 
(excluding the property on the North Coast of Cuba) were estimated to contain on 
January 1 , 1937, approximately 132,000,000 gross tons of iron ore (excluding tonnages 
applicable to interests not owned directly or indirectly by the registrant), of which 
approximately 55,000,000 gross tons are located in Michigan and Minnesota and 
approximately 51,000,000 gross tons are located at Cornwall, Pennsylvania, 250,000 

gross tons^ of chrome ore, 625,0 00 ,000 gros s tons of c o al and 68,500,000 gross tons of_ 

calcite and dolomite limestone. 


•See Note, page 4. ^ 

K> 
10 

;<o 


6 


Form A-2 


Railroads: 

Seven short line railroads located in the vicinities of plants at Bethlehem, Johns¬ 
town, Lebanon and Steelton, Pennsylvania; at Lackawanna, New York; at Sparrows 
Point, Maryland; and at Quincy and Braintree, Massachusetts. 

Vessel Transportation: 

Nine vessels operating between the United States and Chile or Cuba carrying 
chiefly ore and/or coal; eleven general cargo vessels operating in coastwise traffic 
and between Atlantic, Gulf and Pacific Coast ports of the United States; and thirteen 
vessels (five of which are owned by subsidiaries not consolidated—see the fourth para¬ 
graph of Note A of the Notes to Consolidated Accounts) operating on the Great Lakes, 
carrying chiefly ore, coal and/or limestone. 

Three vessels under charter (which by its terms expires in 1939) to a subsidiary and 
operated by it on the Great Lakes, carrying chiefly ore, coal and/or limestone. 

Two vessels under charters (which by their terms expire in 1945) to a subsidiary and 
operated by the owners between the United States and Chile, carrying ore. For a 
description of each of the charters covering such two vessels see subdivision 3 of 
the answer to Item 41. 

Principal Plants and Other Important Units not Held in pEEif 

Of the principal plants and other important units referred to above, disregarding 
the effect upon titles of mortgages and deeds of trust, those not held in fee are as follows: 

(a) Substantially all the Cambria Plant and other miscellaneous properties at 
or near Johnstown, Pennsylvania, are held under the Cambria Lease, for a description 
of which lease see subdivision 1 of the answer to Item 41. 

(b) The land on which the Lower Yard of the Baltimore Plant is located is held 

under grant from the United States subject to a condition providing for the reversion 
thereof to the United States in certain-even tSr- - 

(c) The land on which the San Pedro Works are located is held under two leases, 
one from the City of Long Beach, covering a part of such land, which expires on Feb¬ 
ruary 12, 1956, and the other from the City of Los Angeles, covering all of such land, 
which expires on December 23, 1948. 

(d) The interests (through ownership, grant or lease) of the registrant and its 
subsidiaries in ore and coal properties and the interests of the seven other corporations 
not subsidiaries which are referred to above in iron ore properties in many cases con¬ 
sist only of interests in the minerals, without any interest in the surface or in the land 
surrounding such minerals; in other cases such interests consist only of interests in 
the surface (acquired for the purpose of operating mineral properties nearby), without 
any interest in the minerals. 

(e) The ore properties in Cuba, Chile, Mexico and Venezuela are in the main 
held under government grants to mine all minerals in the properties. The rights 
granted in Cuba, Chile and Mexico are without limitation of time. The rights granted 
in Venezuela are for a period of 90 years from their respective dates (1926 and 1927) 
and at the end of such period are renewable at the option of the holder upon the pay¬ 
ment of a charge. The most important pare of the iron ore property near Cruz Grande 
in the province of Coquimbo, Chile, is held under a lease (from the holder of the govern¬ 
mental grant), which expires December 31, 1942, and which may be renewed at the 
option of the lessee for successive periods of 30 and 39 years. For a description of 
such lease see subdivision 2 of the answer to Item 41. A small part of the undeveloped 
iron ore property located in the Province of Oriente, Cuba, is held under a lease. 


fNoTE. No examination of the titles to the properties of the registrant and its subsidiaries has been made for 
the purposes of this Registration Statement. For the purposes, however, of the Registration Statement of the Old 
New Jersey Corporation (Form A-2—Registration No. 2-1473, effective July 2,1935) for the registration of $55,000,000, 
principal amount, of its Consolidated Mortgage Twenty-Five Year Sinking Fund 4 \i% Bonds, Series D, the titles 
to those real properties that were then covered by the Consolidated Mortgage under which said Bonds were issued 
were examined; and in the summer of 1936 that examination was brought down to date and the titles to the real 
properties that had been subjected to the lien of the Consolidated Mortgage subsequent to the effective date of said 
Registration Statement were also examined. The other properties referred to in the answer to this Item 7 that are 
classified as held in fee have in the main been held for many years without any unfavorably adjudicated claim, and 
the officers of the registrant believe that it is fully warranted in stating that all such other properties are owned in 
fe e , e xcept as h ere in stat e d ;- 
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(f) The greater part of the iron ore properties located on the Gogebic, Menominee 
and Marquette Ranges, Michigan, and on the Cuyuna, Mesaba and Vermillion Ranges, 
Minnesota, is held under lease. A substantial part of the iron ore properties located 
on the Mesaba Range is held under lease by Mahoning Ore and Steel Company, 50% 
of the outstanding capital stock of which is held under the Cambria Lease by Bethlehem 
Steel Company (Pa.), and 1% of the outstanding capital stock of which is owned by 
Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.). Certain of the iron ore properties located on the 
Menominee Range are owned or held under lease by Penn Iron Mining Company, all 
the outstanding capital stock of which is held by Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) 
under the Cambria Lease. 

(g) The greater part of the coal properties equipped for operation located in the 
vicinities of Johnstown and Slickville, Pennsylvania, and of the undeveloped coal 
properties located in Cambria, Blair and Bedford Counties, Pennsylvania, is held 
under the Cambria Lease. A small part of the coal properties equipped for operation 
located in the vicinity of Johnstown, Pennsylvania, which is not held directly under 
the Cambria Lease is owned by The Manufacturers Water Company, all the out¬ 
standing capital stock of which is held under the Cambria Lease by Bethlehem Steel 
Company (Pa.). Another small part of the coal properties equipped for operation 
located in the vicinity of Johnstown, Pennsylvania, which is not held under the Cambria 
Lease, directly or indirectly, is held under other leases. 

(h) The greater part of the limestone properties located at Naginey, Pennsyl¬ 
vania, is held under lease. 

(i) As stated above, five of the vessels referred to above are under charter to 
one or more subsidiaries. 


8. Outline briefly the general effect of all material franchisee and concessions held by the registrant or its 
subsidiaries. 

Neither the registrant nor any of its subsidiaries holds any franchise or concession 
which in the opinion of the registrant is materially important to the total enterprise 
represented by the registrant and its subsidiaries. 
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Form A-2 CAPITAL SECURITIES AND SECURITIES BEING REGISTERED 


9.A. For each issue of authorized FUNDED DEBT of the registrant furnish the following information: As of June 30, 1937 (1) 


Col. A. 

Title of issue 

Col. B. 

Amount 

authorized 

. b y 

indenture 

Col. C. 

Amount 
outstanding 
exclusive of that 
held in treasury 
of registrant 

Col. D. 

Amount 
outstanding 
as per 

balance sheet 
of registrant 

Col. E. 

Amount 
in treasury 
of registrant 

Col. F. 

Amount 
pledged hy 
registrant 

Col. G. 

Amount 
owned by 
subsidiaries 
of registrant 

Col. H. 

Amount 
owned by 
parents of 
registrant 


Col. I. 

Amount 
in sinking and 
other funds of 
registrant 

Bethlehem Steel Corporation Consolidated Mortgage Twenty-Five Year 
Sinking Fund 4J£% Bonds, Series D. Due July 1, 1960 (2). 

(3) $55,000,000 

$53,900,000 

$53,900,000 

None 

None 

None 

None 


None 

Bethlehem Steel Corporation Consolidated Mortgage Thirty Year Sinking 
Fund 3%% Bonds, Series E. Due October 1, 1966. 

(3) 55,000,000 

53.900,000 

53.900.000 

$1,100,000 

None 

None 

None 


None 

Bethlehem Steel Corporation Four and One-Half Per Cent. Serial Gold 
Bonds. Maturing serially 1938-1941 (2). 

25,000,000 

4,690,000 

4.690,000 

790,000 

None 

None 

None 


None 

Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) Purchase-money Mortgage Six Per Cent. 
Gold Bonds. Due August 1, 1998 (4). 

7.500.000 

7,500,000 

7,500,000 

None 

None 

None 

None 


None 

Purchase Money Obligations (3J^%). Maturing serially 1938-1940. 

— 

500,000 

500,000 

None 

None 

None 

None 


None 

Total, including $2,473,000 payable prior to July 1. 1938. 



$120,490,000 








(1) This answer to Item 9.A. does not include bonds or notes which had become payable prior to, but had not been presented for payment at, June 30, 1937, and the principal amounts of which were at that date 

carried by the registrant as current liabilities. 

(2) Immediately prior to the Merger these bonds were obligations of the Old New Jersey Corporation; by the Merger they became obligations of the registrant. 

(3) Subject to the provisions contained in Article Two of the Consolidated Mortgage, dated August 1, 1918, executed by the Old New Jersey Corporation and Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) to Guaranty Trust 

Company of New York, as Trustee, the principal amount of Consolidated Bonds that may be outstanding at any one time is limited to $500,000,000, but the principal amount of the Series D Consolidated 
Bonds the issue of which has been authorized by the Board of Directors of the Old New Jersey Corporation or of the registrant is $55,000,000; and the principal amount of the Series E Consolidated Bonds 
the issue of which has been authorized by the Board of Directors of the registrant is $55,000,000. 

(4) Assumed by the registrant. 


9.B. FUNDED DEBT to be offered under this registration: 


| Col. A. 

Col. B. 

Col. C. 

Col. D. 




























Title of issue 


Amount to be 
offered 

Present status 


Fifteen Year Sinking Fund Convertible % Debentures,. Due October 1, 1952— 

$48,000,000 

$48,000,000 

Authorized but 





not issued 



10.A. For each class of authorized CAPITAL STOCK of the registrant furnish the following information: As of June 30,1937 


Col. A. 

Title of issue including par, or if no par, 
stated value, if any 

Col. B. 

Amount 
authorized 
by charter 

(Shares) 

Col. C. 

Amount 
outstanding 
exclusive 
of amount 
held in 
treasury 

(Shares) 

Col. D. 

Capital stock 
liability 
as per 

balance sheet 

Col. E. 

Amount 
in treasury 
of registrant 

(Shares) 

Col. F. 

Amount 
owned by 
subsidiaries 
of 

registrant 

Col. G. 

Amount 
owned by 
parents 
of 

registrant 

Col. H. 

Amoun 
reserved 
officers a 
employe* 

? 

Col. I. 
Amount 
reserved for 
options, 
warrants, 
conversions and 
other rights, 
excluding 
amounts under 
Col. H 

Seven Per Cent. Cumulative Preferred Stock—$100 par value. 

1,000,000 

933,887 

$ 93.388,700 

None 

None 

None 

None 


None 

Five Per Cent. Cumulative Preferred Stock—$20 par value—. 

933,887 

933,887 

18,677,740 

None 

None 

None 

None 


None 

Common Stock—without par value.. 

5,000,000 

(1)3,191,294 

303,172,930 


None 

None 

None 


None 


(1) Includes 206,300 shares sold under the Management Stock Ownership Plan, but not fully paid for. See subdivision 5 of the answer to Item 41 and Note J of the Notes to Consolidated Accounts. 


10.B. CAPITAL STOCK TO BE OFFERED UNDER THIS REGISTRATION: 


Col. A. 

Col. B. 

Col. C. 

Col. D. 


Amount 



TiUe of issue including par. or if no par. 

authorized 
or to be 

Amount to be 
offered 

Present status 

stated value, if any 

authorized 


by charter 




(Shares) 

(Shares) 


Common Stock—without par value.. 

5,000,000 

* 

Authorized but 
not issued 


, shares of Common Stock which are being registered hereunder are to be issued solely upon conversion of 

the Debentures which are being registered hereunder. The number of such shares of Common Stock has been 
determined on the assumption that all such Debentures may be converted into shares thereof at the lowest base 
conversion price of such Debentures which is specified in the indenture under which they are to be issued. 

The number of such shares will be supplied by amendment to this Registration Statement. 
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11.A. For each class of SECURITIES OF OTHER ISSUERS GUARANTEED by the registrant, furnish the following information: As of June 30,1937 (1) 


Col. A. 


Name of issuer of securities guaranteed 


Col. B. 


Title of issue guaranteed, and, if stock, par or, 
if no par, stated value, if any 


Col. C. 


Total amount 
guaranteed 


Col. D. 

Amount 
in treasury 
of registrant 


Col. E. 


Coll F. 


Amount 
in treasury of 
issuer of securities 
guaranteed 


Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.). First Lien and Refunding Mortgage Five Per Cent. Thirty-Year Gold Bonds. 

Due May 1, 1942..(3) $28,280,500 

Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.). Promissory notes Due July 1, 1960....(4) 53,907,000 

Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.). Promissory notes (3^%). Due October 1, 1966.(5) 55,000,000 

Bethlehem Shipbuilding Corporation, Ltd. Promissory notes (4%). Due July 1,1942.(6) 12,538,350 



Brief statement of 
nature of guarantee 
(See answer to Item 18) 


Principal and interest 
Principal and interest 
Principal and interest 
Principal and interest 


(1) This answer to Item ll.A, does not include bonds in respect of which the registrant is contingently liable and which had become payable prior to, but had not been presented for payment at, June 30, 

1937, and the principal amounts of which were at that date carried as current liabilities by the respective obligors thereon. 

(2) Bonds or notes pledged are not regarded as in the treasury. 

(3) Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) has published notice of its election to redeem all these bonds on November 1, 1937, and has offered to acquire at the redemption price specified in said notice, including 

interest to November 1, 1937, all such bonds that shall be surrendered to it prior to that date. See paragraph (a) 9 f the answer to Item 18 and the third paragraph of Note B and Note M of the 
Notes to Consolidated Accounts. As of August 6, 1937, $498,000, principal amount, of these bonds had been acduired by Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.). Of these bonds $15,521,000, principal 
amount, are owned by Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) and are pledged under the above-mentioned Consolidated Mortgage. 

(4) Pursuant to the provisions of the above-mentioned Consolidated Mortgage, these notes were made by Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) payable to the Old New Jersey Corporation, or Order, and were 

by it endorsed and pledged under such mortgage. 

(5) Pursuant to the provisions of the above-mentioned Consolidated Mortgage, these notes were made by Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) payable to the registrant, or order, and were by i,t endorsed and 

pledged under such mortgage. 

(6) These notes are owned by the registrant and are subject to the lien of the above-mentioned Consolidated Mortgage, subject, however, as to $2,029,350, principal amount, thereof to the prior pledge under 

the Guaranty Agreement executed by the Old New Jersey Corporation in respect of said First Lien and Refunding Mortgage Bonds of Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.). See paragraph (b) of the answer 
to Item 18. 


11.B. GUARANTEES TO BE OFFERED UNDER THIS REGISTRATION: 

None. 














rur n«nn«n i o wn mun i ^ yrtuueu oy mo registrant to suoscriDO Tor or purcnase securities or me registrant, rurnisn ine rouowmg mrormanon: 

None. 


12.B. WARRANTS TO BE OFFERED UNDER THIS REGISTRATION: 


Col. A. 

Col. B. 

Col. C. 

Col. D. 

Col. E. 

Col. F. 

Col. G. 

Col. H. 

Title of issue of securities called for by 
warrants or rights 

Amount of 
securities 
called for by 
each warrant 
or right 

Number of 
warrants or 
rights to l>c 
offered 

Aggregate amount 
of securities 
called for by 
warrants or rights 
to be offered 

Date from 
which warrants 
or rights arc 
exercisable 

Expiration 
date of 
warrants or 
rights 

Price at 
which warrant 
or right 
exercisable 

Present status 

Fifteen Year Sinking Fund Convertible 








% Debentures. Due October 1,1952... 

* 

* 

$47,869,410 

Sept. 8, 1937 

Oct. 1,1937 

t 

Authorized but not issued 


* The registrant will issue to the holders of record of its Common Stock at 3 P. M., Eastern Daylight Saving Time, on Wednesday, September 8.1937, transferable 
subscription warrants evidencing the right to purchase $15, principal amount, of its Fifteen Year Sinking Fund Convertible % Debentures in respect of each share of such 
Common Stock held of record by such holders, respectively, at that time. The subscription rights evidenced by such warrants may be exercised in the purchase of Deben¬ 
tures only in principal amounts of $100 or some multiple thereof. See the answer to Item 21. The total number of shares of Common Stock of the registrant issued and 
outstanding and not held in its treasury is 3,191,294. 

t To be supplied by amendment. 


13.A. If there is any class of securities of the registrant other than those called for by Items 9 A, 10 A, 11 A and 12 A, outstanding or authorized, set forth information concerning such securities similar 
to that required for the securities mentioned. 

None. 

13.B. If there is any class of securities, other than those called for by Items 9 B, 10 B, 11 B and 12 B, to be offered under this registration, set forth information concerning such securities similar to that 
required for the securities mentioned. 

None. See subdivision (c) of the answer to Item 15 with reference to scrip certificates in respect of fractional interests in shares of the Common Stock 
of the registrant. 
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5,900 shares of the capital stock of Juragua Iron Company out of 6,000 
shares of such capital stock outstanding. 

10,095 shares of the capital stock of Union Iron Works Dry Dock Com¬ 
pany out of 10,100 shares of such capital stock outstanding. 

39,985 shares of the capital stock of Bethlehem Chile Iron Mines Company 
out of 40,000 shares of such capital stock outstanding. 

239,994 shares of the capital stock of Bethlehem-Cuba Iron Mines Company 
out of 240,000 shares of such capital stock outstanding. 

10 shares (all that are outstanding) of the capital stock of Fore River 
Shipbuilding Corporation. 

«15 521 000 principal amount, of the First Lien and Refunding Mortgage Five 
*15,521.000. P" nc c P nt Thjrty . Year Go i d Bonds of Bethlehem Steel Company 

(Pa.). (1) 

$44,006,000, principal amount, of the Purchase Money and Implement 
Mortgage Five Per Cent. Twenty-Year Sinking Fund Gold Bonds 

of Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.). 

$ 5,000.000, principal amount, of the First Consolidated Mortgage Gold Bonds 
of Lackawanna Steel Company. (2) 

S12 538 350, principal amount, of 4% promissory notes of Bethlehem Ship¬ 
building Corporation, Ltd., endorsed by the Old New Jersey Cor- 

poration. 

$53 907 000 principal amount, of i'A% promissory notes of Bethlehem Steel 
$53,907,000. (pa } endorsed by the 01d New j er sey Corporation. 

$55,000,000, principal amount, of 3M% promissory notes of Bethlehem Steel 
Company (Pa.) endorsed by the registrant. 

The securities ol Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) upon which the Consolidated 
MorTgag, “n may constitute more than 20% in value ol the total securr.y tor 

the Series D Bonds. 

Bethlehem Sled Company (Pa.) is engaged chiefly in theb»b»» «| <0 £ “ 

ililsii§!§ 

and repairing of, merchant vessels. 

The financial structure of Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) as of June 30, 1937, 
was as follows: 


CAPITAL STOCK 


Number of Shares 
Authorized 

1,300,000 


Par value 

$50 


Number of Shares 
Issued and 
Outstanding 

1,300,000 


Number of Shares 
Owned by the 
Registrant 

1,300,000 


(1) Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) has published notice of its election to redeem all these bonds on November 
\i)' Bethlehem Steel Company (Pa.) has published notice ol its election to redeem all these bonds on September 


1. 1937. 
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The information required by this Item 34 with reference to securities, if any, owned 
of record or beneficially by each underwriter named in the answer to Item 22 will be 
supplied by amendment to this Registration Statement. 

35. Full particulars as to the nature and extent of any substantial Interest of every director, principal executive 

officer, underwriter named In answer to Item 22, affiliate, and of every security holder named In answer 
to Item 33, In any property acquired within two years, or proposed to be acquired, not In the ordinary 
course of business. Include the cost of any such property to any such person. 

None. 

36. Give the information required below in tabular form concerning the aggregate remuneration paid by the 

registrant and Its subsidiaries, directly or indirectly, to the following persons in all of their capacities: 

(Note. In this answer to Item 36 information relating to the Old New Jersey 
Corporation has been considered to be, and has been furnished in lieu of, information 
relating to the registrant for the period from January 1, 1936, to the effective date of 
the Merger—February 26, 1936; and, wherever in this answer to Item 36 the word 
41 registrant” is used, it shall be deemed to refer to the Old New Jersey Corporation 
with respect to such period.) 

(a) The name and aggregate remuneration of each director of the registrant 



Capacities in which 

Aggregate remuneration 

Same 

remuneration was 

during registrant's 


receired 

past fiscal year 

Oliver G. Jennings (1) 

Director. 

$ 1,800 

Charles D. Marshall 

Director. 

2,400 

Grayson M.-P. Murphy 

Director. 

2,400 

Quincy Bent 

Director (2) (3). 

90,000 

C. Austin Buck 

Director (2) (3). 

90,000 

Norborne Berkeley 

Director (2) (3). 

27,500 

George H. Blakeley 

Director (2) (4). 

29,781 

Charles R. Holton 

Director (2) (3). 

30,000 

Joseph M. Larkin 

Director (2) (3). 

27,500 

Eugene G. Grace 

Director and President (2) (3). . . . 

180,000 

Archibald Johnston 

Director (2) (3). 

10,000 

Paul Mackall 

Director (2) (4). 

81,664 

Robert E. McMath 

Director, Vice-President 



and Secretary (2) (3). 

58,500 

Charles M. Schwab 

Director and Chairman of 



Board of Directors (2). 

180,000 

Frederick A. Shick 

Director and Comptroller (2) (3).. 

45,000 


(1) Ceased to be a director prior to December 31, 1936. 

(2) Also an officer and/or a director and/or an employee of one or more of the 
subsidiaries. No remuneration was paid to any of these persons for services as a 
director of the registrant and the aggregate remuneration shown is for services in all 
other capacities. 

(3) The total remuneration paid to each of these persons was paid by Bethlehem 
Steel Company (Pa.). 

(4) The total remuneration paid to each of these persons was paid by Bethlehem 
Steel Company (Del.). 

(b) The name and aggregate remuneration of each of the officers of the registrant receiving the three highest 


aggregate amounts of remuneration. 

Capacities in which Aggregate remuneration 

Same remuneration was during registrant's 

received past fiscal year 

Charles M. Schwab Director and Chairman of 

Board of Directors (1). $ 180,000 

Eugene G. Grace Director and President (1) (2). 180,000 

Robert E. McMath Director, Vice-President 

and Secretary (1) (2). 58,500 


(1) Also an officer and/or a director of one or more of the subsidiaries. No 
remuneration was paid to any of these persons for services as a director of the regis¬ 
trant and the aggregate remuneration shown is for services in all other capacities. 

(2) The total remuneration paid to each of these persons was paid by Bethlehem 

St eel Company (Pa . ) «-- 
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SIGNATURES 

(a) Of the Issuer. 

In pursuance of the requirements of the Securities Act of 1933, the registrant, Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Corporation, a corporation organized and existing under the laws of the State of 
Delaware, has duly caused this registration statement to be signed on its behalf by the under¬ 
signed, thereunto duly authorized, and its seal to be hereunto affixed and attested, all in the 
city of New York and State of New York on the 9th day of August, 1937. 




Bethlehem Steel Corporation, 


by 


(Seal) 


E. G. Grace, President 


by 


Attest: 


R. E. McMath, Vice-President 


W. M. Driver, Assistant Secretary 


(b) Of the Principal Executive Officer or Officers, the Principal Financial Officer and the Comptroller or Principal 
Accounting Officer: 

In pursuance of the Securities Act of 1933, the undersigned have signed the within 
Registration Statement on the respective dates set beside their names. 


(i) Principal executive officer or officers: 

August 9, 1937 

E. G. Grace President 

(«) Principal financial officer: 

August 9, 1937 

R. E. McMath Vice-President 

(iu) Comptroller or principal accounting officer: 

August 9, 1937 

F. A. Shick Comptroller 


(c) Of the Directors: 

In pursuance of the Securities Act of 1933, the undersigned have signed the within 
registration statement on the respective dates set beside their names. 


E. G. Grace 

August 9, 1937 

R. E. McMath 

August 9, 1937 

F. A. Shick 

August 9, 1937 

Quincy Bent 

August 9, 1937 

N. Berkeley 

August 9, 1937 

G. H. Blakeley 

August 9, 1937 

C. A. Buck 

August 9, 1937 

C. R. Holton 

August 9, 1937 

J. M. Larkin 

August 9, 1937 
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Plan of 

Employees’ Representation 

atjthe 

Cambria Plant 

I 

of 

Bethlehem Steel Company 


Adopted May 1,1923 
As Amended jto October 23,1935 
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PLAN OF 

EMPLOYEES' REPRESENTATION 

AT THE 

CAMBRIA PLANT 

| OF 

BETHLEHEM STEEL COMPANY 
I- 

Adopted May 1. 1923 
As amended {to October 23. 1935 


PRINCIPLES OF REPRESENTATION. 

In order that there may be a definite method and 
means of representation of the employees of the Company 
with regard to all questions relating to rates of pay,'hours 
of labor, rules, working conditions, health, safety and 
other similar matters of interest to such employees, and an 
orderly and expeditious procedure for the prevention and 
adjustment of any future differences between such em¬ 
ployees and the Company, and in order to anticipate the 
problem of continuous employment as it will present 
itself through trade fluctuations and other conditions, and 
for the purpose of protecting and promoting the interests 
of such employees through representatives whom they 
shall elect annually to represent them under this Plan and 
to meet in conference periodically or otherwise as occasion 


o 
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shall require with representatives of the Management to 
discuss and adjust matters of mutual interest, the method 
of representation of employees provided herein is hereby 
established. 

Representation hereunder shall in no way discriminate 
against any employee because of race, sex or creed, or 
abridge or conflict with his or her right to belong or not to 
belong to any lawful society, fraternity, union or other 
organization. 


I. 

Representation. 

1. Representation shall be by voting divisions com¬ 
posed of Departments and groups of Departments on the 
basis of one Employees’ Representative for each two 
hundred (200) employees, or major fraction thereof. For 
the purpose of applying the unit of representation for each 
regular annual election the number of employees in each 
voting division on the first day of February preceding 
such election shall be used. 

2. Wherever it is necessary for the purpose of 
applying the unit of representation to group small Depart¬ 
ments. regard shall be had to logical groupings and 
location. 

3. Adjustments in groupings of Departments in 
keeping with Paragraphs 1 and 2 of this Section I shall be 
made by the Committee on Rules. 


II. 

Terms of Employees’ Representatives. 

1. Each Employees’ Representative shall be elected 
for a term of one (1) year, subject to the provisions of 
Paragraph 5 of this Section II, and shall be eligible for 
re-election. 

2. An Employees’ Representative may be recalled 
upon the approval by the Committee on Rules of a petition 
signed by two-thirds of the voters in his voting division 
and, upon such approval, he shall cease to be an Employ¬ 
ees’ Representative. The General Body on recommen¬ 
dation of the Committee on Rules shall have power to 
recommend the removal of any Employees’ Representative 
for failure to attend regular or special meetings of any 
Committee of which he is a member or for failure otherwise 
to perform the duties of his office, or both, without ade¬ 
quate excuse therefor, and, upon the signing by two-thirds 
of the voters in nis voting division of a recommendation by 
the General Body for his removal, such Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentative shall cease to be an Employees’ Representative. 

3. An Employees’ Representative shall be deemed 
to have vacated his office upon the termination of his 
employment at the Plant or upon his transfer to a voting 
division other than the one he was elected to represent or 
upon his appointment to such a regular position as. under 
the provisions of Paragraph 3 of Section III hereof, would 
make him ineligible to be an Employees’ Representative or 
would disqualify him to vote for an Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentative. 
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4. Any office of Employees’ Representative which 
shall be vacant and for which there is no Primary or 
Secondary Alternate approved by the Committee on Rules 
pursuant to the provisions of Paragraph 10 of Section IV 
hereof may be tilled, in the discretion of the Committee on 
Rules, by a special election conducted in the same manner 
as the regular annual election. 

5. The terms of Employees’ Representatives shall 
begin upon the convening of the first organization meeting 
of the General Body held pursuant to the provisions of 
Paragraph 1 of Section VI hereof after their election and 
shall expire upon the convening ot the next such organi¬ 
zation meeting held thereafter. 

III. 

Qualifications of Employees’ Representatives 
and Voters. 

1. Each employee who has been on the pay rolls of 
the Company for a period of at least one (1) year imme¬ 
diately prior to the first day on which nominations shall be 
held as provided in Section IV hereof, who on that day is 
twenty-one years of age or over and who is an American 
citizen shall be qualified for nomination and election as an 
Employees’ Representative. 

2. All employees who have been on the pay rolls of 
the Company for a period of at least sixty (60) days 
immediately prior to the first day on which nominations 
shall be held shall be entitled to vote at nominations and 
at elections. 


3. Company officials and persons who have the 
power to recommend the hiring or discharging of employ¬ 
ees or who regularly hold a purely supervisory position 
shall not be eligible for election as Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentatives or be qualified to vote for Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentatives. Any question which shall arise with respect 
to the eligibility of any person under this Paragraph shall 
be decided by the Committee on Rules by a vote of the 
majority of the entire membership thereof. 


IV. 

Nominations and Elections. 

1. Nominations shall be held on the second Monday 
o r March in each year and elections shall be held on 
Tuesday of the week next following that in which the 
nominations shall have been held. Both nominations and 
elections may be continued during the following day or 
days where it shall be reasonably necessary in order to 
conform with working schedules, until all employees 
entitled to vote shall have been given a reasonable oppor¬ 
tunity to vote. In the event that any of such days shall 
be a holiday, the day immediately following it shall be 
substituted. 

2. Nominations and elections shall be conducted by 
the employees of the Company themselves, in accordance 
with rules and regulations prescribed by the Committee on 
Rules, with only such assistance from the Management as 
may be requested by said Committee. 
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3. Nominations and elections shall be by secret 
ballot and so conducted as to avoid undue influence or 
interference with voters in any manner whatsoever and so 
as to prevent any fraud in the casting or counting of 
ballots. 

4. At nominations each duly qualified voter shall be 
furnished by the Committee on Rules through tellers 
designated by said Committee with a ballot which shall 
state the number of persons for whom he is entitled to vote 
and on which he may write the name or check number of 
each person in his voting division whom he desires to 
nominate as an Employees’ Representative. 

5. A voter may place in nomination twice the num¬ 
ber of Employees’ Representatives to which his voting 
division is entitled. 

6. If on any ballot cast at nominations the name or 
check number Of the same person shall appear more than 
once, such ballot shall be counted as a vote for such person 
only once. 

7. Should the number of persons whose names or 
check numbers shall have been written on any ballot cast 
at nominations exceed the permitted number as stated on 
such ballot, such ballot shall be void. 

8. There may be two (but not more) persons nom¬ 
inated for every person to be elected an Employees’ 
Representative. 

9. Those persons in each voting division who are 
qualified for nomination and election as Employees’ Repre¬ 


sentative up to twice the number of Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentatives to be elected therein who shall have received the 
largest number of votes at nominations therein shall be 
declared nominated and shall be candidates for election as 
Employees’ Representative therein at the next succeeding 
election. 

10. Each nominee for office as Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentative at the last preceding regular annual election who 
shall have failed of election in any voting division shall 
stand as Primary Alternate therein and, if there shall be 
two or more such nominees, they shall stand as Primary 
Alternates therein in the order of the number of votes 
received by them at such election, and thereafter persons 
in such voting division who are qualified for nomination 
and election as Employees’ Representative and who shall 
have failed of nomination as Employees’ Representative 
but who shall have received votes therefor at the last pre¬ 
ceding regular annual nominations shall stand as Secondary 
Alternates therein in the order of the number of votes 
received by them at such nominations. Primary Alter¬ 
nates and thereafter Secondary Alternates in each voting 
division in the order of their standing as provided in this 
Paragraph shall become Employees’ Representatives in 
such voting division, subject to the approval of the Com¬ 
mittee on Rules, as need may arise through vacancies. 

11. At each election each duly qualified voter in each 
voting division shall be furnished by the Committee on 
Rules through tellers designated by said Committee with a 
ballot on which the names of the candidates for Employees’ 
Representative therein shall be printed in the order of the 
number of votes received at nominations. In the case of 
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a tie vote at nominations, names shall be printed in the 
order of length of service in employment with the Com¬ 
pany. The voter shall indicate his preference by placing 
a cross (X) opposite the name or names of the candidate 
or candidates of his choice. 

12. Candidates for Employees’ Representative to the 
number of Employees’ Representatives to which his voting 
division is entitled may be voted for by each voter and 
such number shall be stated on the ballot. If the number 
voted for on any ballot cast at any election shall exceed 
the number to be voted for as stated thereon, such ballot 
shall be void. 

13. Each voter shall deposit his own ballot in a box 
provided for the purpose by the Committee on Rules and 
the ballots shall be counted under the direction and super¬ 
vision of said Committee. The candidate or candidates at 
each election in each voting division to the number of 
Employees’ Representatives to be elected therein receiving 
the largest number of votes at such election shall be 
declared elected as Employees' Representative or Em¬ 
ployees’ Representatives therein. 

14. In the event of a tie, length of service in employ¬ 
ment with the Company shall determine the choice. 

15. In the event of a controversy arising concerning 
any nomination or election, it shall be referred to and 
decided by the Committee on Rules. 

16. The Committee on Rules may make such pro¬ 
vision as it may consider necessary for assisting in properly 
marking his ballot any voter who may request assistance 
in doing so. 


V. 

Management's Representatives. 

1. At all times the Company shall have in office a 
number of regular representatives of the Company 
appointed by it which shall be not more (but may be less) 
than the number of Employees’ Representatives at the 
same time in office. Such representatives of the Company 
shall serve on Joint Committees and be known as Man¬ 
agement’s Regular Representatives. 

2. The Company shall also appoint a special repre¬ 
sentative (who shall be known as the Management’s 
Special Representative) who shall keep the Management 
hi touch with the Employees’ Representatives and shall 
represent the Management in negotiations with such 
Employees’ Representatives. He shall respond promptly 
to any request from such Employees’ Representatives for 
a conference and shall interview all of them, from time to 
time, collectively or separately, with reference to matters 
of concern to the employees. He may attend meetings of 
any Committee (including the General Body) and of any 
Joint Committee, respectively, when requested by such 
Committee or Joint Committee, as the case may be. so to 
do but he shall not have any vote thereat. 

VI. 

Officers and Committees. 

1. At 2:00 P. M. on the first day practicable after the 
completion of each regular annual election and within ten 
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(10) days of the last day thereof the entire group of persons 
who shall have been elected as Employees’ Representatives 
for the ensuing year shall meet as a committee called the 
“ General Body ” for the purpose of organization and at the 
organization meeting they shall elect the officers of the 
General Body who shall be a Chairman, a Vice-Chairman 
and a Secretary. 

2. The General Body shall adopt rules to govern its 
conduct as it in its discretion shall determine and it shall 
conduct its meetings free from any restraint or influence 
on the part of the Company in the conduct thereof. 
Representatives of the Management may attend meetings 
of the General Body only upon its invitation. The 
function of the General Body shall be to receive and discuss 
reports of Committees and to suggest and discuss any 
matter of interest to the employees of the Company which 
may be brought up by any Employees’ Representative, and 
on motion the General Body may refer such matter for 
consideration and adjustment to the proper Committee. 

3. The General Body shall elect from among its 
members a General Committee and a Committee on Rules 
and such other Committees as may be deemed necessary 
by the Committee on Rules for consideration of the 
following subjects: 

Rules, Ways and Means. 

Wages, Piece Work, Bonus and Tonnage Schedules. 

Hours, Employment and Working Conditions. 

Pensions and Relief. 

Safety and Prevention of Accident. 

Practice, Methods and Economy. 

Employee?' Transportation. 


Housing, Domestic Economies and Living Conditions. 

Health and Works Sanitation. 

Education and Publications. 

Athletics and Recreation. 

Continuous Employment and Condition of Industry. 

4. The General Committee shall consider all matters 
not falling within the scope of any other Committee herein 
provided for and the Chairman and Secretary of the 
General Body shall be members of the General Committee. 
The members of said Committee together with the same 
number of Management’s Regular Representatives shall 
constitute and shall act as a Committee on Appeals and, 
when acting as such, shall be known as the General Joint 
Committee on Appeals. 

5. Each Committee shall be composed of five mem¬ 
bers and shall elect its own Chairman and Secretary and 
arrange its own procedure, subject to appeal, in case of 
controversy, to the Committee on Rules, and each Com¬ 
mittee shall conduct its meetings free from any restraint 
or influence on the part of the Company in the conduct 
thereof. 


6. Vacancies on Committees shall be filled in the 
same manner as the original members thereof were elected. 

7. The General Body may elect from among its 
members two Alternates for each Committee who shall act 
as members of such Committee as need shall arise because 
ot the absence'of a member thereof from any meeting of 
such Committee. 

8. Joint Committees shall consist of the Committees 
of Employees’ Representatives with the addition of Man- 
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agement’s Regular Representatives, who may equal (but 
shall not exceed) in number the Employees’ Representa¬ 
tives on such Committees. Within the scope of its 
functions, each Joint Committee shall discuss and consider 
matters of mutual interest to the employees of the Com¬ 
pany and the Management and it shall adopt such means 
as shall be necessary in order that it may ascertain the 
facts and may effect a settlement of any matter which 
shall have been properly referred to such Joint Committee. 

9. Each Joint Committee shall elect its own Chair- 
mand and Secretary and arrange its own procedure, subject 
to appeal, in case of controversy, to the Joint Committee 
on Rules. 

10. Wherever the word 44 Committee ” is used through¬ 
out this Plan, it shall mean a committee of Employees’ 
Representatives only, unless a “Joint Committee’’ is 
specified. 

VII. 

Committee Meetings. 

1. Regular 1 meetings of the General Body shall be 
held once each month. 

2. Regular meetings of the Committees and of the 
Joint Committees shall be held alternately once each 
month. 

3. Regular meetings of the General Body, of Com¬ 
mittees and of Joint Committees shall be convened 
between the hours of two and four in the afternoon. 


6253 

4. Special meetings of the General Body may be held 
as occasion may require upon the call of the Chairman 
thereof with the approval of the Committee on Rules, 
special meetings of any Committee may be held as occasion 
may require upon the call of the Chairman thereof with 
the approval of the Chairman of the General Body and 
special meetings of any Joint Committee may be held as 
occasion may require upon the call of the Chairman 
thereof with the approval of the Chairman of the General 
Body and the Management’s Special Representative. 

5. At each meeting of any Joint Committee, what¬ 
ever may be the question to be considered thereat, the 
Employees’ Representatives and the Management's 
Regular Representatives present at such meeting shall 
have the same number of votes whether or not the number 
of Employees’ Representatives and Management’s Regular 
Representatives who shall be present at such meeting shall 
be equal. If the number of Management’s Regular Repre¬ 
sentatives present at any such meeting shall be greater 
than the number of Employees’ Representatives present 
thereat, the number of votes which such Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentatives shall be entitled to vote shall be equal to the 
number of such Management’s Regular Representatives 
present at such meeting and shall be divided equally 
among such Employees’ Representatives. If the number 
of Employees’ Representatives present at any such meeting 
shall be greater than the number of Management’s Regular 
Representatives present thereat, the number of votes 
which such Management’s Regular Representatives shall 
be entitled to vote shall be equal to the number of such 
Employees’ Representatives present at such meeting and 
shall be divided equally among such Management’s 
Regular Representatives. 
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6. A majority of the entire membership of each Com¬ 
mittee shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of 
business at any meeting thereof and three Employees’ 
Representatives and three Management’s Regular Repre¬ 
sentatives shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of 
business at any meeting of any Joint Committee. 

7. For time necessarily occupied through actual 
attendance at regular or special meetings or conferences 
held pursuant to the Plan, Employees’ Representatives 
shall receive from the Company payment commensurate 
with their respective average earnings, subject to the 
approval of a majority of the entire membership of the 
Committee on Rules and the Management’s Special 
Representative. 

8. Employees' Representatives shall have the right 
to appear before and be heard by a Committee considering 
any matter of concern to the employees of a Department 
which they represent. 

9. A Committee or Joint Committee when concerned 
with matters of special interest to any particular Depart¬ 
ment or group of employees shall have the right to invite 
into conference such of the Employees’ Representatives, 
representatives of the Management and other employees 
as shall be likely to be especially interested in such matters. 

10. Any matter may be referred by the Management 
through the Management’s Special Representative to any 
proper Committee or Joint Committee for consideration 
and report and any matter may be presented by any 
Committee or Joint Committee to the Management 
through the Management’s Special Representative. 
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11. The Joint Committee on Rules shall arrange a 
suitable place or places at which meetings of the General 
Body and of the several Committees and Joint Committees 
may be held, and the Company shall defray such expenses 
as are necessarily incident to the discharge of duties under 
the Plan, subject to the approval of a majority of the entire 
membership of the Committee on Rules and the Manage¬ 
ment’s Special Representative. 

VIII. 

Annual Conference. 

An annual conference between all of the Employees’ 
Representatives and representatives of the Management 
shall be held at a time and place determined by the Joint 
Committee on Rules, and said Joint Committee shall be 
in charge of the procedure at such conference. 

IX. 

Procedure for Adjustments. 

1. Any matter which in the opinion of any employee 
of the Company requires adjustment and which such 
employee has been unable to adjust with the Foreman of 
the work on which he is engaged may be taken up by such 
employee] either in person or through any Employees’ 
Representative of his Department: 

First— 

With the Superintendent of his Department, 
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Second— 

^ ith the Management’s Special Representative. 
Thiri>— 

With the General Manager of the Plant, who shall 
endeavor to effect a settlement or who may with the 
approval 1 of all the parties refer the matter to any 
proper Joint Committee or who may do both. 

2. Unless a satisfactory disposition of any such 
matter shall have been effected within a reasonable time 
after it shall have been taken up as provided in Paragraph 
1 of this Section IX. any employee of the Company 
through his Employees’ Representative or the Manage¬ 
ment through the Management’s Special Representative 
may require such matter to be referred to the General 
Joint Committee on Appeals by a request in writing 
addressed to said Joint Committee specifying in detail the 
matter requiring adjustment and the reasons which 
warrant its consideration by said Joint Committee. 

The General Joint Committee on Appeals shall con¬ 
sider with reasonable promptness, at a regular or special 
meeting, every matter so referred to it and may adopt 
such means as it shall deem necessary in order that it may 
ascertain the facts and may effect a settlement of such 
matter. 

3. If the General Joint Committee on Appeals shall 
fail to effect a settlement of any matter referred to it as 
provided in Paragraph 2 of this Section IX, the President 
of the Company shall be notified, and such matter may be 
referred, if the President and a majority of the Employees’ 
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Representatives on the General Joint Committee on 
Appeals agree to such a reference, to an arbitrator or 
arbitrators to be determined at the time according to the 
nature of the controversy. 

X. 

Guaranteeing the Independence of 
Employees’ Representatives. 

It is understood and agreed that each Employees’ 
Representative shall be free to discharge his duties in an 
independent manner without fear that his individual 
relations with the Company may be affected in the least 
degree by any action taken by him in good faith in his 
representative capacity. 

To insure to each Employees’ Representative his 
right to such independent action, he shall have the right to 
take the question of an alleged personal discrimination 
against him on account of his acts in his representative 
capacity to the General Manager of the Plant, to the 
General Joint Committee on Appeals and to the President 
of the Company. 

Having exercised this right in the consecutive order 
indicated and failing a satisfactory remedy within thirty 
days, an Employees’ Representative shall have the further 
right to appeal to the State Department of Labor or the 
Secretary of Labor of the United States. The Company 
shall furnish said State Department of Labor or said 
Secretary with every facility for the determination of the 
facts, and the findings and recommendations of said State 
Department of Labor or said Secretary shall be final and 
binding. 
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XL 

Amendments. 

This Plan may be amended at any regular meeting of 
the General Body by a vote of two-tnirds of the entire 
membership thereof, provided that there shall have been 
submitted at the next preceding regular meeting of the 
General Body a notice in writing stating the intention of 
one or more members thereof to submit a proposed amend¬ 
ment at the next regular meeting of the General Body for 
consideration and action thereon at such next meeting and 
stating concretely such proposed amendment; except that 
any amendment which would materially change the pro¬ 
cedure provided by the Plan for the adjustment of griev¬ 
ances or which might prevent the Plan from operating as a 
fair method of selecting representatives of the whole body 
of employees of the Company and as a fair method of 
collective bargaining or which might materially increase 
the obligations imposed upon the Company under the 
Plan shall not become effective, until it shall also have 
been approved by the Joint Committee on Rules. Imme¬ 
diately after the adjournment of any regular meeting at 
which an amendment to the Plan shall have been proposed 
the Secretary of the General Body shall in writing advise 
the Management’s Special Representative of the proposed 
amendment. An amendment shall not be adopted at any 
meeting which shall be substantially different from the 
proposed amendment set forth in the notice thereof sub¬ 
mitted to the next preceding meeting as above stated. 
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16581 Board Exhibit No. 9 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the Cambria Plant of 
Bethlehem Steel Company 

Minutes of No. 3 Standing Committee Meeting— 

Safety, Etc. 

April 22nd, 1937. 

Meeting called to order at 3:00 P. M., by Clare H. Wil¬ 
liams, Chairman of the General Body. 

Roll Call: 

Present : 

John J. Burns 
Nelson Keller 
Edward P. Trofino 
Brennis 0. Wilfong 
John M. Zeman 

Election of Officers: Mr. Williams called for nominations 
for the office of secretary. Representative Zeman was nom¬ 
inated. There being no other nominees, Mr. Zeman was 
declared elected. Secretary Zeman then called for nomina¬ 
tions for Chairman. Representatives Keller and Burns 
were nominated. Mr. Burns declined the nomination, there¬ 
fore, Mr. Keller was declared elected. 

Unfinished Business: There was no unfinished business. 

New Business and General Discussion: The Chairman 
stated that the committee should approve the meeting dates 
for the year. Motion was made by Representative Wil¬ 
fong, seconded by Representative Trofino, that the follow¬ 
ing dates be approved—April 22nd, June 23rd, August 25th, 
October 21st, December 22nd and February 18th. Motion 
adopted. 

The Chairman stated that this committee should elect an 
employee Trustee and alternate on the Board of Trustees 
of the Relief Plan. A motion was made by Representative 
Trofino, seconded by Representative Wilfong, that Repre¬ 
sentative Keller be elected trustee. Motion adopted. The 
Chairman called for nominations for alternate. Represen¬ 
tative Burns nominated Representative Brady. Represen¬ 
tative Zeman nominated Representative Underwood. A 
secret ballot was taken, which showed that Representative 
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Underwood has been elected. The Chairman explained, for 
the benefit of the new representatives, the Plan of Repre¬ 
sentation in force in the Plant. 

Members of the committee discussed the question of 
safety. A particular item regarding Franklin Plant was 
held up for later decision. 

There being no further business to come before the com¬ 
mittee E. L. Roberts, Assistant Superintendent, Industrial 
Relations, was invited to attend the meeting due to the ab¬ 
sence of S. D. Evans, Management’s Special Representa¬ 
tive. 

Mr. Roberts outlined the procedure to be followed re¬ 
garding all pension cases to be submitted to the General 
Pension Board at Bethlehem. He presented pension appli¬ 
cations from James J. Morgan and Daniel H. Owens for 
regular pensions and Charles E. Horner and Steven Koraly 
for disability pensions. A motion was made by Represen¬ 
tative Zeman, seconded by Representative Wilfong, that 
the applications be approved and recommended to the Gen¬ 
eral Pension Board. 

16582 Mr. Roberts also discussed matters concerning the 
accident prevention program in the Plant, also the 
Relief and Pension Plans. 

Adjournment: There being no further business to come 
before the committee, upon motion by Representative Wil¬ 
fong, seconded by Representative Trofino, meeting ad¬ 
journed at 5:50 P. M., to meet again at 2:00 P. M. June 
23rd, 1937. 

NELSON KELLER, Chairman. 

JOHN M. ZEMAN, Secretary. 
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CAMBRIA PLANT OF BETHLEHEM STEEL COMPANY 

SCHEDULE OF MEETINGS 


R 

COMMITTEE 

1937 

1938 


Mar. 

Apr. 

s. 

May 

J. 

June 

s. 

July 

J. 

Auc. 

s. 

Sept. 

j. 

Oct. 

s. 

Nov. 

J. 

Dec. 

s. 



1 

RULES. ETC. 


20 

m 

18 

19 

20 

20 

18 

17 

20 

20 

■vl 

2 

! 3 

WAGES. ETC. 

.... 

21 

19 

21 

21 

23 



18 

21 

21 

17 

SAFETY. ETC. 


22 

20 

23 

22 

25 

23 

21 

19 

22 

24 

18 

4 

TRANSPT’N. ETC. 


21 

24 

26 

26 

24 

22 

22 

23 

25 

21 

5 

GENERAL 


26 

24 

25 

28 

27 


25 

24 

27 

26 

23 


GENERAL BODY 

25 

28 

27 

28 

29 

30 

29 

28 

29 

29 

27 

24 

1 : S—Indicates Standing Committee. 


J—Indicates Joint Committee. 




















































PLAN OF EMPLOYEES’ REPRESENTATION 


^ at the 

8 2 G 2 CAMBRIA PLANT OF BETHLEHEM STEEL COMPANY 
STANDING AND JOINT COMMITTEES—1937-1938 


No. Committee 

Employees’ 

Representatives 

Management’s Regular 
Representatives 

1. Rules. Ways and Means. 

Waste Elimination 

Charles E. Davis 

Percy B. Grumbling 
George B. Sharpe 

Charles H. White 

Fred A. Wirtz 

G. R. Baer 

H. R. Coulson 

H. F. Raab 
£. W. Trexler 

H. P. Veil 

2. Wages. Practice. 

Methods and Economy. 

Employment and Working Conditions 

Thomas D. Davies 

Emlyn H. Evans 

George G. Riddell 

Gordon Ross 

Merle J. Wagner 

F. E. Howells 

R. Kent 

R. E. Penrod 

H. E. Trout 

J. F. Wilbur 

3. Safety and Accident Prevention, 

Health. Pensions. 

Relief and Recreation 

Daniel Burns 

Nelson Keller 

Edward P Trofino 
Brennis O. Wilfong 

John M. Zcman 

H. W. Darr 

T. C. Kern 

D. W. O’Leary 

H. H. Phillips 

G. W. Rodgers 

4. Employees’ Transportation. 

Housing and Living Conditions. 

Education. Continuous Employment. 

Condition of Industry 

James F. Custer 

Julius Kish 

Charles A. Pavlosky 
Stephen J. Sakmar 

Harry C. V'ann 

W. H. Bennett 

C. T. Harrison 

C- W. Schwartz 

P. J. Scott 

C. T. Ward 

5. General. 

Appeals (Joint Committee). 

General Improvement 

Preston M. Chase 

Russell C. Horning 
Kenneth C. James 

Clare H. Williams 
Lawrence C. Wright 

H. M. Crossett 

W. C. Frank 

T. F. Gallagher 

H. A. Marlcy 

W. E. Miller 

General Body 

Chairman 1 Vice-Chairman 1 Secretary 

Clare H. Williams 1 Nelson Keller I Russell C. Horning 


Management*s Special Representative—S. D. Evans 
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16585 Board Exhibit No. 11 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the Cambria Plant 
of Bethlehem Steel Company 

March 8, 1937. 

To John Zeman 

You have been selected to work on an Election Board at 
the nomination and election of Employees’ Representatives 
to be held March 8 and 16, 1937. 

You have been assigned as per attached notice. 

If unable to serve, kindly notify the Committee at once. 

EMPLOYEES’ COMMITTEE ON RULES 

DONALD E. LEBER, Chairman 
ARTHUR D ROSE, Secretary 
FRANK A BETZ 
CHARLES E DAVIS 
H. CURTIS COMMERS 

16586 Board Exhibit No. 12 

Name John Zeman Symbol CE Check No. 2125 District 
No. 49 Board No. 49 Location Axle Plant Office This 
Poll Opens 6:00 AM. 

ARTHUR D. ROSE 

Secretary , 

EMPLOYEES’ COMMITTEE ON ELECTION 
Report at Cambria City Watch Box 

16587 Board Exhibit No. IS 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the Cambia Plant of 
Bethlehem Steel Company 

Minutes of the Meeting of General Labor 

April 28, 1937. 

Meeting called to order at 2:00 P. M., by Chairman, Clare 
H. Williams. 

Roll Call: 

Present: 


William R. Beam 
Frank A. Betz 


Patrick F. Brady 
Daniel Burns 
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John J. Burns 
Preston M. Chase 
Harry C. Commers 
James F. Custer 
Thomas D. Davies 
Charles E. Davis 
John Deutseh 
Edgar C. Dorer 
Henry C. Dorris 
Emlyn H. Evans 
George Fetzko 
Percy W. Fisher 
Otto H. Gehlman 
Percy B. Grumbling 
George J. Hipp 
Bussell C. Horning 
Kenneth C. James 
Nelson Keller 
George L. Kepple 
Julius Kish 
Sidney T. Killian 
Donald E. Leber 
Ira T. Leidy 
Joseph P. McNulty 
Enoch Mitchell 
John A. Palusko 
Victor W. Pfarr 

Absent: 

Alex. Annum 
William F. Figura 
Andrew Kmett 


Charles A. Pavlosky 
George G. Riddell 
Lavere W. Rorabaugh 
Arthur D. Rose 
Stephen J. Sakmar 
Curtis E. Shaffer 
George B. Sharpe 
Harvey I. Shomo 
John R. Slates 
William F. Strange 
Clarence E. Tressler 
Arthur H. Turner, Jr. 
Joseph Tyminski 
Houston H. Underwood 
Thomas F. Updvke 
Harry C. Vann 
Julius Vilchinsky 
Merle J. Wagner 
Charles H. White 
Brennis 0. Wilfong 
Clare H. Williams 
Walter Williams 
Fred A. Wirtz 
Lawrence C. Wright 
James W. Young 
John M. Zeman 


Gordon Ross 
Edward P. Trofino 


Reading of Minutes of Committee Meetings: 

Minutes of ^rl Standing Committee Meeting, held April 

20, 1937, were read and filed. 

Minutes of #1 Special Committee Meeting, held April 
27, 1937, were read and filed. 

Minutes of it 2 Standing Committee Meeting, held April 

21, 1937, were read and filed. 

Minutes of tt3 Standing Committee Meeting, held April 

22, 1937, were read and filed. 
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Minutes of #4 Standing Committee Meeting, held April 
23,1937, were read and filed. 

Minutes of #5 Standing Committee Meeting, held April 
27, 1937, were read and filed. 

Attention was called to the fact that under the Roll Call 
for No. 3 Standing Committee the name of John J. Burns 
appears as a member of the Committee. This should read 
Daniel Burns. 

Representative Strange stated that at the last General 
Body meeting he had made a statement that men working 
on special holidays should receive double time and that vol¬ 
unteers should be asked to work on these days. Represen¬ 
tative Strange stated that this statement should be made 
in the minutes in order to correct a misunderstanding in 
the last General Body minutes. 

Unfinished Business: There was no unfinished business. 

New Business and General Discussion: Representative 
Wagner called attention to an anonymous letter received 
by the Management concerning the adoption of daylight 
saving time in the Plant. He pointed out that this matter 
had been considered by previous representatives and voted 
down. This matter was discussed by Representatives Kel¬ 
ler, Evans, Mitchell and Betz. During the discussion it 
was pointed out that the employees had voted on this ques¬ 
tion previously and on that basis, if the men desire day¬ 
light saving time, a petition should be circulated, request¬ 
ing same. A motion was made by Representative Betz, 
seconded by Representative Keller, that the letter be ig¬ 
nored. Motion adopted. 

Representative Davis, Chairman of the Rules Commit¬ 
tee, presented the following amendments to the Plan of 
Representation, which had been recommended by the Rules 
Committee: 

Section VII, Article 3—to read as follows: 

Regular meetings of the General Body, of Committees 
and of Joint Committees, shall be convened between the 
hours of one and three in the afternoon. 

16588 Section VII, Article 7: 

To the extent permitted by law, Employees’ Rep¬ 
resentatives shall be entitled to receive from the Company, 
for time necessarily occupied through actual attendance at 
regular or special meetings or conferences held pursuant 
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to the Plan, payment commensurate with their respective 
average earnings. 

Section VII, Article 11: 

The Committee on Rules shall arrange a suitable place 
or places, at which meetings of the General Body and of 
the several Committees may be held, and the Joint Com¬ 
mittee on Rules shall arrange a suitable place or places at 
which meetings of the several Joint Committees may be 
held, and to the extent permitted by law, the Company 
shall defray such expenses as are necessarily incident to 
the discharge of duties under the Plan, subject to the ap¬ 
proval of a majority of the entire membership of the Com¬ 
mittee on Rules and the Management’s Special Represen¬ 
tative. 

Representative Mitchell stated that this matter should 
not be acted on for one month. The Chairman stated that 
such procedure is according to the Plan and the matter will 
be brought up for action at the next regular meeting. Rep¬ 
resentative James stated that the Chairman should make 
an explanation regarding the proposed amendments. The 
Chairman stated that a number of the Representatives 
have approached him from time to time in regards to the 
starting of meetings at an earlier hour. He pointed out 
that this could not be done without amending Article 3, 
Section VII. He stated further that Articles 7 and 11 of 
Section VII should be amended in order to bring our Plan 
of Representation in line with the National Labor Rela¬ 
tions Act. He pointed out that practically the only change 
was the insertion of the wording to the extent permitted 
by law. The Chairman also read part of the Act for the 
benent of the representatives. Representative Killian 
stated that copies of the Act should be secured for the rep¬ 
resentatives. 

Representative Killian requested that the rules covering 
the payment of overtime be inserted in the minutes of the 
General Body meeting. The rule covering the payment of 
overtime is as follows: 

“Time and half time will be paid for all time worked in 
excess of 8 hours in any regular 24 hour working period. 
Time and half time will be paid for all time worked in ex¬ 
cess of 40 hours in a week, the week to be considered from 
7:00 A. M. Monday to 7:00 A. M. the following Monday.” 
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Representative Gehlman inquired if anything definite 
had been decided regarding Group Hospitalization. Rep¬ 
resentative Keller stated that nothing definite has been an¬ 
nounced so far concerning hospitalization. A motion was 
made by Representative Wagner, seconded by Representa¬ 
tive Mitchell, that Representative Gehlman be appointed a 
committee of one to present to No. 3 Committee some plan 
of hospitalization. Motion adopted. 

Representative Gehlman inquired regarding a 5^ street 
car fare. Representative Kish stated that the Traction 
Company would be interviewed regarding this matter. 

Representative Dorer inquired if any definite decision 
had been reached by the Management regarding picnic 
grounds. The Chairman stated that this matter was being 
considered by the Management and would probably be 
answered shortly. 

Representative Underwood inquired if common labor 
would be paid a $5.00 minimum day. He was informed 
that this question had been answered by the Management 
at the last General Body meeting. 

Representative Wagner inquired if time and half time 
was paid for Saturday. He stated that there seems to be 
some misunderstanding regarding this matter. Represen¬ 
tative Betz stated that it should not be necessary for a spe¬ 
cial ruling regarding this matter as the week for which 
overtime is paid is definitely set. Representative Keller 
stated that he was a member of No. 2 Committee when time 
and half time went into effect and understood that time and 
half time would be paid for the seventh day and also for 
holidays; also that time and half time would be paid 
16589 when the men worked 7 to 3 turn and were again or¬ 
dered out on the 11 o’clock turn, making two 8 hour 
turns in one day. Representative Keller made a motion, 
which was seconded by Representative Zeman, that only 
major questions raised by the General Body or Commit¬ 
tees, covering the employees as a whole, should be an¬ 
swered in writing by the Management within seven days 
before the General Body accepts or rejects the answer. 
Representative Underwood made an amendment that the 
General Body request the Management for an answer on 
all major questions within a period of ten days. This mo¬ 
tion was seconded by Representative Paluske and carried. 
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Representative Gehlinan inquired regarding a traffic 
light at the west end of the Cambria City foot-bridge. This 
matter was referred to Representative Keller. 

Representative Fetzko brought up the question of pay¬ 
ing the 3 to 11 turn at the end of their turn on the day pre¬ 
vious to payday. Representative Wagner moved that the 
Management be requested to pay the 3 to 11 turn at 11:00 
o’clock on turn previous to payday. This motion was sec¬ 
onded by Representative Riddell. Representative Davies 
moved an amendment to the motion so that the motion 
would read—at the end of turn from 3 to 11 men, instead 
of previous day. Amendment seconded by Representative 
Vilehinsky. This matter was discussed by Representatives 
Underwood, Betz and Wagner. Motion adopted. 

Representative Mitchell discussed a condition existing 
at the Steel Car Department concerning employees work¬ 
ing on the large press. According to Representative 
Mitchell the earnings vary quite extensively and expressed 
the opinion that the men should be paid day work when 
earnings are less than day work. The Chairman and Rep¬ 
resentative Davies discussed this question and Represen¬ 
tative Davies suggested that the General Body should set 
a minimum wage rate for all skilled labor. Representa¬ 
tives Beam and Rose stated that this condition should be 
handled through the Management. 

Representative Commers suggested that the Manage¬ 
ment be invited to attend the meeting. Representative 
Fetzko made a motion, which was seconded by Representa¬ 
tive Palusko, that the Management be invited to attend the 
entire meeting in the future. Representative Underwood 
stated that the General Body should proceed in the same 
manner as in the past and not invite the Management in 
for the entire meeting. Representative Fetzko withdrew 
his motion. Representative Tressler made a motion that 
the General Body thrash out its own troubles without the 
Management. The Chairman stated that such a motion 
was not necessary as this is the regular procedure. 

Representative Underwood stated that employees, who 
are members of organizations such as volunteer fire com¬ 
panies, should be allowed to report on his job after ren¬ 
dering emergency services, such as fire or floods, without 
receiving criticisms from their superiors for their absence. 
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This suggestion was seconded by Representative Grumb¬ 
ling and, upon vote, adopted. 

Representative Sharp inquired if permission could be se¬ 
cured from the Company to fish in Hinckston Run Dam. 
Representative Betz stated that the State Board of Health 
would not permit fishing in this Dam. 

Representative Fetzko discussed the question of the 
washroom at the 34" Blooming Mill, stating that the pres¬ 
ent washroom is too small and not kept clean. This caused 
considerable discussion regarding the condition of lockers 
and washroom throughout the Plant and the following Rep¬ 
resentatives participated in the discussion—Representa¬ 
tives Strange, Vilchinsky, Tressler, Beam, Wagner, James, 
McNulty and Commers. The Chairman stated that mat¬ 
ters such as this shoud be handled according to procedure 
and expressed the opinion that if the procedure was fol¬ 
lowed the item would be satisfactorily adjusted. If proper 
adjustment cannot be made then the matter should be 
discussed with the Management’s Special Representative. 
It was also pointed out that too many items are brought up 
in the General Body which should be handled through the 
Department Superintendent. At this point a motion was 
made by Representative Gehlman, seconded by Represen¬ 
tative Wirtz, that the Management be invited to attend the 
'..moling. Motion adopted. 

C. R. Ellicott, General Manager, R. E. Hough, Assistant 
General Manager and S. D. Evans, Management’s Special 
Representative, entered the meeting at 4:30 P. M. The 
Chairman informed Mr. Ellicott that the question of time 
and half time had been discussed by the Representatives. 
He pointed out that the feeling had been expressed that 
overtime should be paid, based on the earnings of that par¬ 
ticular day. Mr. Evans stated that this procedure is fol¬ 
lowed wherever possible, but such a method is impossible 
on certain piece work jobs. He pointed out that every effort 
is made to pay on the actual day’s earnings, except as 
pointed out when the actual day’s earnings cannot bo de¬ 
termined, due to holding over work. The Chairman 
16590 inquired regarding the rule for minimum pay. Mr. 

Evans stated that every job in the Plant, which was 
paid on some form of incentive had a minimum rate for a 
pay period, which would be paid if actual earnings fell 
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below this rate. He described several typical cases as fol¬ 
lows: When an hourly rate plus premium or tonnage was 
in effect the hourly rate is the minimum rate to be paid 
for a pay period. On straight tonnage mills a minimum 
tonnage per hour has been established which will apply as 
a minimum for the pay period. On piece work jobs the 
hourly rate in effect is used as a minimum for the pay pe¬ 
riod. He further explained that in no case could an em¬ 
ployee be paid less than labor rate, except for learners, 
apprentices, etc., when their rate was established lower 
than labor and in most cases the minimum rate for the pay 
period is higher than labor. 

The Chairman inquired of Mr. Ellicott if fishing is al¬ 
lowed in the Hinckston Run Dam. Mr. Ellicott pointed 
out that this Dam is not under the jurisdiction of the Steel 
Company and in addition must conform to State regula¬ 
tions. He agreed, however, to make further inquiries re¬ 
garding the question. 

Mr. Ellicott was informed regarding the discussion con¬ 
cerning lockers and washrooms. Mr. Ellicott stated that 
this question is being given considerable thought and study 
by the Management and every effort will be made to han¬ 
dle this matter to the satisfaction of the employees. Mr. 
Hough pointed out that this proposition requires consid¬ 
erable study in certain Units, but felt that the final decision 
will be satisfactory to all concerned. 

Mr. Ellicott connn.cnted on the serious situation con¬ 
fronting the Plant, due to the high water of April 26. He 
complimented the men in the various departments for the 
good work in handling the situation the way it was. 

He discussed the contact with the representatives and 
stated that they should feel free at all times to discuss mat¬ 
ters with the Management and assured them of the full 
cooperation from that source. 

Mr. Ellicott stated that the question of picnic grounds 
will be given very serious consideration and stated that he 
hoped to have something definite by the next General Body 
meeting. Mr. Ellicott also discussed operations in the 
Plant which he stated were on a high level and that the 
Plant has a heavy log of business abend of it. 

Mr. Hough stated that throughout the Plant drinking 
fountains and shower baths have been provided for the con- 
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venience and use of the employees, but he pointed out in 
some departments this equipment has been abused. He re¬ 
quested the cooperation of the representatives in seeing 
that such equipment is kept in good condition at all times. 

Mr. Evans stated that vacations for hourly, piece work 
and tonnage employees will start May 15. He stated that 
a change lias been made in the method used to arrive at 
the number of hours and the rate of pay to be paid for va¬ 
cations. Under the Plan to be used this year the hours and 
pay will be based on the two pay periods previous to the 
employee going on vacation rather than being based on the 
first quarter, which was used last year. 

Mr. Evans also explained certain details regarding the 
Social Security Act. He stated that the Company will ren¬ 
der assistance in those matters and at the present time are 
handling the forms required in the case of employees who 
have reached the age of 65 and of those two have died since 
January 1. 

Adjournment: There being no further business to come 
before the committee, upon motion of Representative 
Mitchell, seconded by Representative Leber, meeting ad¬ 
journed at 5:20 P. M., to meet again at 2:00 P. M., May 27, 
1937. 

CLARE H. WILLIAMS 
Chairman. 

RUSSELL C. HORNING, 
Secretary. 

16591 Board Ex. No. 14. 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the Cambria Plant 
of Bethlehem Steel Company 

Minutes of Special Meeting of No. 5 Joint Committee— 

General Appeals, Ere. 

January 5th, 1937. 

Meeting called to order at 2:00 P. M., by Chairman, Clare 
H. Williams. 

Roll Call: 

Employees’ Representatives 
Present: 

John Dudash 
Julius Vilchinskv 
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Clare H. Williams 
Lawrence C. Wright 
Charles E. Yurt 

Management’s Regular Representatives 

Present: 

H. M. Crossett 

W. C. Frank 

T. F. Gallagher 

W. E. Miller 

E. W. Trexler—Alternate 

Absent: 

H. A. Marlev 
•• 

New Business and General Discussion: Chairman Wil¬ 
liams stated that this special meeting had been called for 
the purpose of hearing and acting on some cases, which had 
been before No. 2 Joint Committee and had been appealed 
to this committee. He invited S. D. Evans, Management’s 
Special Representative, to attend the meeting and present 
the cases. 

Mr. Evans entered the meeting and stated that there 
were two cases which had been appealed to this commit¬ 
tee by the employee representatives. He described the 
first case as that of an employee by the name of Spencer, 
who was discharged for striking another employee while 
on duty, which case had been heard by No. 2 Joint Commit¬ 
tee and that committee had sustained the decision of the 
Management. He also presented a request for an increase 
in wages from certain employees in the Blast Furnace De¬ 
partment, which request had been refused by the Manage¬ 
ment and at a hearing before No. 2 Joint Committee, this 
committee had failed to agree resulting in a tie vote. Both 
cases had been handled in the regular manner in accordance 
with the Plan and were being referred to the Appeals Com¬ 
mittee for consideration and decision. 

Mr. Miller stated that the employee, who was discharged, 
was an employee of his department and inquired if he should 
be excused by the committee, due to this fact. After some 
discussion it was the opinion of the committee that Mr. 
Miller should remain in the meeting and be privileged to 
enter into the discussion, but would not be entitled to vote 
on this matter. Chairman Williams announced that in ac- 


BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 8273 

cordance with the Plan, each vote cast by the Management’s 
Regular Representatives would be counted as one and one- 
fourth votes in order to give them the same number of votes 
as the employee representatives. 

Chairman Williams then read the minutes of the No. 2 
Joint Committee covering the case of discharge after which 
he invited Representative Zcman and Mr. Spencer to attend 
the meeting and present their case. Mr. Spencer described 
the events leading up to the striking of a fellow employee 
and was questioned by various members of the committee. 
Mr. Spencer was then excused from the meeting and Chair¬ 
man Williams invited Mr. Soltis, the employee, who was 
struck by Mr. Spencer, to attend the meeting and state his 
case. Mr. Soltis described the events leading up to the 
trouble and it was brought out that he did not at any time 
strike Mr. Spencer. After considerable questioning Mr. 
Soltis was excused from the meeting. Chairman Williams 
then invited Mr. Raab, Assistant Superintendent, Mainte¬ 
nance Department to attend the meeting and state his ver¬ 
sion of the case Mr. Raab described his understanding of 
this case and also described a hearing held in his office at 
which time the principals in the case were heard, after which 
the decision to discharge Spencer was made. The Commit¬ 
tee also questioned Mr. Raab at length. Mr. Raab was ex¬ 
cused from the meeting, after which considerable discus¬ 
sion w r as heard relative to this case. Motion w r as made by 
Mr. Crossett, seconded by Mr. Gallagher, that a secret bal¬ 
lot vote be taken on this case, as to whether or not the 
decision of the Management should be sustained. Motion 
adopted. Upon a secret ballot vote being taken the vote re¬ 
sulted in sustaining the decision of the Management, as well 
as that of No. 2 Joint Committee. 

Chairman Williams then read the request of the keepers, 
hot blast men, first helpers and second helpers of the Blast 
Furnace Department for an increase in wages. Chairman 
Williams then invited Representatives Riddell and Ber- 
noskv and employees Britt and Wheeler to attend the meet¬ 
ing. Both representatives and employees presented rea¬ 
sons for the request for an increase in wages and all were 
questioned by the committee. After considerable discussion 
Representatives Riddell and Bernosky and Employees Britt 
and Wheeler were excused from the meeting. Mr. Crossett, 
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being: a member of the committee, was questioned at length 
in regard to this case and presented the view point of the 
Management. There appeared to be some question as to 
the meaning of the request as written, due to the fact that a 
general wage increase had been granted since this request 
had been prepared. It was suggested by some mem- 
16592 bers of the committee that the request should be re¬ 
turned to the representatives to be clarified, but mo¬ 
tion was made by Representative Dudash, seconded by Mr. 
Crossett, that the committee act on the request as presented, 
due to the fact that the request had already been acted on 
by No. 2 Joint Committee and had been appealed to this 
committee. Motion adopted. 

After considerable further discussion a motion was made 
by Representative Yurt, seconded by Representative Du¬ 
dash, that the committee recommend to the Management 
that a 2 1 /L>-cent per hour increase be given to each of the 
four different positions included in the request. Motion 
adopted. 

Adjournment: There being no further business to conic 
before the committee, upon motion of Mr. Gallagher, sec¬ 
onded bv Representative Yurt, meeting adjourned at 5:20 
P. M. 

CLARE H. WILLIAMS, Chairman. 

CHARLES E. YURT, Secretary . 


Board Exhibit No. 16 
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6 2,7 


A MESSAGE 

| 

To Our Employees: 

In their effort to get you to join their union, the C. I. O. organizer* 
are saying— | 

—that you must join their union in order to hold your job; 

—that there is a rush to join their union, therefore you had 
better sign up before it is too late; 

—that responsible Government officials want you to join \ 

their union; and 

—that your Employees’ Representation Plan does not pro¬ 
vide a legal or effective method of collective bargaining 
with the management. 

Do not be deceived by such false statements; there is no truth in them. 

Your Employees’ Representation Plan does constitute a legal method of | 
collective bargaining and the effectiveness of it over the past many years is a j 
matter of record, reflecting the good conditions which have been attained without , 
the loss of a day’s wages through strikes or disorder. { 

There is no law or rule of government that requires you to join a union 
or to surrender your rights, individually or through your representatives, to negotiate 
directly with the management on all conditions of employment Outsiders 
have not been necessary in the past—nothing has happened to make them 
necessary now. 

To make sure that there is no doubt in your minds regarding the 
Company’s employment policy, we will again state its fundamental principles. 
They are: 

1— No employee has to join or pay tribute ro any organization to get or hold 
a job with this Company. 

2— Employment with us does not depend upon membership or non-member- 
ship in any organization. 

3— The right to belong or not to belong to any organization is an individual 
personal right which is guaranteed by the Federal Constitution and is recognized 
by this Company as a fundamental principle under your Representation Plan. 

4— Advancement :n or the holding of a job with this Company depends on 
individual merit, efficiency and length of service. 

5 —This Company believes in and for many years has practiced true collec> 
tive bargaining with you or your freely chosen representatives. It will continue to 

do so. 

These are fundamental American principles to which, in the interests of 
yourselves, your families, our stockholders, and the public! this Company will 
steadfastly adhere. 

January is. 1937. Bethlehem Steel Company 


16595 
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16596 Board Ex. No. 18. 

Plan of Employees’ Representation 
Cambria Plant 
Bethlehem Steel Company 

March 26th, 193-1. 

George Fetszo, 

Franklin Mills. 


Dear Sir:— 

You are hereby notified that at the Annual Election of 
Employees’ Representatives, held March 23rd. you weiv 
elected as a Representative from District No. 10. 

Please be present at the Organization Meeting of the 
General Body, which will be held on the fourth floor of the 
General Office building, Locust Street, at 2 :30 P. M., March 
29th. Come prepared to participate in the Group photo¬ 
graph, which will be taken immediately before the meeting 
begins. 

Kindly be on hand promptly at 2:30. 

Yours very trulv, 

EMPLOYEES’ COMMITTEE ON RULES. 


Signed: CLARE IT. WILLIAMS, Chairman, 
DONALD E. LEBER, Secretary. 

H. CURTIS COMMERS 
STEPHEN J. SIMKOVICH. 
RUSSELL GIBSON. 


16597 Board Ex. No. 19. 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the Cambria Plant of 
Bethlehem Steel Company 

March 22, 1937 

Dear Sir: 

You are hereby notified that at the Annual Election of 
Employees’ Representatives, held March 16, you were 
elected a Representative from District No. 15. 

Please be present at the Organization Meeting of the 
General Body, which will be held on the fourth floor of the 
General Office building, Locust Street, at 1:30 P. M., Thurs¬ 
day, March 25. Come prepared to participate in the Group 
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photograph, which will be taken immediately before the 
meeting begins. 

Kindly be on hand promptly at 1:30 P. M. 

Yours very truly, 

EMPLOYEES’ COMMITTEE ON PULES. 
DONALD E. LEBER, Chairman 
ARTHUR D. ROSE, Secretary 
CHARLES E. DAVIS 
FRANK A. BETZ 
H. CURTIS COMMERS 

16598 Board Ex, No, 20. 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the Cambria Plant of 
Bethlehem Steel Company 

March 4, 1936. 

To Geo. Fetszo 

You have been selected to work on an Election Board at 
the nomination and election of Employees’ Representatives 
to be held March 9 and 17,1936. 

You have been assigned as per attached notice. 

If unable to serve, kindly notify the Committee at once. 

EMPLOYEES’ COMMITTEE ON RULES. 

CLARE II. WILLIAMS, Chairman 
STEPHEN J. SIMKOVICH, Secretary 
DONALD E. LEBER 
RUSSELL GIBSON 
ARTHUR D. ROSE 

16599 Board Ex. No. 21. 

Name Geo Fetzko Symbol DWX Check No. 1338 
District No. 37 Board No. 7B Location, Riggers Painters 
This Poll Opens 6.00 AM 

STEPHEN J. SIMKOVICH, Secretary, 
Employees’ Committee on Rules. 

(Made him a foreman now) 






f 




Board Exhibit No. 22 



8279 

/]„. X*. 


3JF JLCYE £: £;_JIEPRES ENTAT H E 

IS - CAMBfUA PLANT - *f; 








• Phone 


Nar.e 

Check Nc• 

Department 

Address 

Position 

Residence 

Plant 

Alexander Ai*c.'jn 

3J-3U 

Machine Shop 

372 Beatrice Av#- 

Via# Hand 


314 

Prank A. Bet z 

ED-26 

Pod Mi 11 

249 Barron Ave. 

Inspect or 

3 >4 7-J 

440—R—2 

Emil S. Bolha 

DZ-33 

wheel Plant Mills 

627 woodvale Ave. 

Smt Operator 

27 '4 -B 

16 

Auber t S • 5 1 ce 1 ^at. 

aft -465 

Railroad 

221 Wyoming St. 

anointor 

6614-B 

53 

Thomas J. Burke 

BC-91 

Bnclclaying 

315 Chandler Ave. 

Sriekras on. 

5545-3 

11c 

Peter H. Chiccc 

RR-746 

Railroad 

R. 505 Maple Ave. 

Laborer 

5566-L 

164 

Ralph E. Crist 

BR-354 

Tranap. Cen.Labor 

1 722 Pine St. 

Pool Ga^.lft^ejPW 2 S 3 &-B 

157 

Albert D. Cruickshank 

D0X-2&1 

Blaat Furnaces 

! 57 Diamond St. 

ICotcr inspector- 

5161-M 

49 

I.nora: D. Davies 

Drf/,-131? 

Franklin Mi 1ie 

1 1318 Franklin St. 

41ect.Uotor Insp. 

5??2-B 17-R-2 cr 27 

Char 1 e 3 £• Dav i 8 

DVi - i7 4 9 

Franklin Open Hearth 

400 Russell Ave. - 

feVSinoman 

Conductor 

J612-L 

.116 

Henry C. Dorris 

DY-562 

Stefl Car Dept. 

R.ty3£ Bedford St. 

c025-J 

142 

John Dudash 

CE-L861 

13 J Ui l\z 

491 Sheridan St* 

Pusher 

- 

555 

Charles A.Ellswprth 

R.R-63 


224 Blain St. 

Engineer 

5439-3 

124 

George Fetzicc 

DWX-1338 

Franklin Mills 

R. 3 O 8 Cambria Alley 

Craneman 

726-b 17-R-2- or 27 

Ira J. Findley 

fcR-ll 

Rai lrood 

311 Linden Ave. 

Dispatcher 

5721-J 

103 

John Fitzpatrick 

BX-127 

Bessemer 

221 New St. 

Glower 

5067-J 

429-R-2 

Peter Gallagher 

RR-431 

Railroad 

R.D. -4, Oakmont 

Switchman 

5296-b 

117 

George J.Gleich 

3F-8 

General labor 

310 Dibert St. 

Gang Leader 

1878-J 

116 

Russell Gilson 

nw -2401 

Franklin Oper. Hearth 

159 Sheridan St. 

First Helper 

- 

116 

Neilscr L. Hammer 

CE-1617 

13" and 14" Mills 

33? Wonder St. 

Rot fied Cent.Man 

5504-14 

355 

Forrest 3. Hostetler 

t'tf-2337 

Franklin Open Hearth 

2 87 Fairfield Ave. 

Observer 

257^-3 

516 

Robert J. Kahl 

ED-237 

Wire Drawing <* Finishing 

Ho* 3 Slialy 1/ine 

3park Tester 

- 

452-456 

Feter Keelan 

DW-74&-A 

Franklin Mills 

IS7 Meyer Ave. 

Millwright 

169-M 17-3-2 or 27 

Nol3on Keller 

feX-7 98 

Axle Plant 

359 Fairfield Ave. 

Iteger 

257 8-B 

45 

William E. King 

RR-334 

Railroad 

r l yi Kennedy Ave. 

inspectcr 

6379-l 

15? 

Frank R. Knepper 

DU-304 

Blast Furnaces 

R. L. 1, Minora! Ft *£c<lo 

•C^orator 

6025-R-2-Be.ll.24* 

John F. Kohut 

BH-97 

Riggers A Painters 

649 Plum St. 

Rigger 

763-3 

122 

Jo30ph S.Komar 

CFK-211 

Ssuttft'ra «^»&c>.AElec. 

1140 M^ryLund Ave. 

Machinist 

22$3-B 

255 

Edgar R. Lo^isor. 

Rk—287 


748 Highland Ave. 

Car Inspector 

5521-3 

523 

Joseph Laskosky 

CE-652 

9--i, y_ 3 t £ 12'*Mills 

2ll Cen-pfliAU^h St. 

iMlil'-and 

- 

>33 

Donald E. Leber 

CC-73 

Roll S5 0 „ >Shp g >l £ pinghg. 

316 Haynes 3s. 

Roll Turner 

556-L 

210 

Joseph V. McCabe j r . 

CE-1>70 

9"-2 10 - ^lls 

UO Market St. 

Foo. Ciw^rger 

2770 

409 


16600 


Ha...e 

2ooc)i Kite-toll 
Walter L. Nicholas 
William 3.NXpps 
Walter G.Reijhurd 
Homan Roesch 
Arthur D.P.o*c 
Gordon Boss 
Goor^o 8. Shank Jr. 
Stephen J.Simkovich 
Charles Stcog 
William P. Strange 
Houston H. Underwood 
Thomas Updyke 
David Yickroy 
Julius Yilchinsky 
'lilton iL Wtofvr 
Albert Wileox 
Clare H. Williams 
Lawrence C. Wight 
Charles o. lurt 
Joseph Zanghi 
John Zoman 


2 - 


Check Ho. Department 


DY-504 

BC-107 

AG -25 

RR-467 

RB-574 

BO-20 

BX->65 

DZ-4J4 

BB-306 

BW-97 

CB-405 

DW-1914 

BX-1045 

DT-15 

ZD-493 

DB-6' 

RR-192 

BJ-170 

i/P-17 

C7B-212 

W-%6 

CB-2125 


Steel Car 
Electrical 

Gcr*# Office &. Misc#Depts. 

Railroad 

RaiIroad 

Smith, Carp. ^Pattern Shops 
48" - 18 " Jb 4 Kills 
Wheel Plant Finishing 
Gc-—*ral Lr.oor - Trans. 
Foundry <x Wo-lc.iaj 
Oraer, Metal# r dcInspect i on 
^Tiii-Jcliu Open Ifecirth 
fcowor Chippors 
^he Plant 

>iwtion 

.Iroad 
_iO Shop. 

Plant 

; # Shops-Kech. <fcjlec • 
rankliu Chipper s 

8*-2 d ^“Kills 


; No. 22-2 

Address 

Aaitina 

*phone 
R«»Bt4ence 

828C 

Plant 

983 -*sh St, 

Roll Straightcnor 

1956-3 

142 

115 Gross Avo. 

Const. Man 

2626-B 

52 

212 CJiarlcs St. 

Policeman 

3328-B 

223 

R.D. ,-l.Mineral ?t 

Snjinocr 30II-6O34-R-23 

5? 

R.5J0 Sherman St. 

Conductor 

187&-K 

145 

835 .*sh St. 

Pattern Manor 

868-B 

107 

424 Greet St. ^ 

Roller 

6757-3 

440 

>80 urg Roa^ 

Inchine Operator 

1012-l 

206-R-3 

1>7 f St. 

C:.r insect or 

5824-j 

50&-R-2 

725 Grunt St. 

Moulder 

5285-2 

105 

.71> .Bedford St. 

Insx>octor 

6124-j 

409 

25 Mellon Court 

Gas Makers Helper 

2543-M 

62 - 3-3 

520 

Chippor 

2543-k 

36 

ShD.5 Burkhart St# 

Goa. Rup airman 

3548-L 

12 

Roller 

103 9-m 

414 

313 3tracer 3t. 

WAtor Tondor 

5024-J 

334 

H. >14 Hornor St. 

Conductor 

5664-b 

103 

523 DignAr ave. 

1st Clara Layout 

5024-j 

115-314 

B.D.,/*1 Uixbar'vl ?t. 

Gen# Re ^airman 

4087-.: 

298-12 

143 Coal St. 

1st shop Hand 

5376-l 

255 

993 Franklin St. 

Chipper 

6802 

54-519 

No#4 Brixner avo# 

Heater Helper 

2187-3 

290 
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16602 Board Ex . No. 23. 


Plan of Employees ’ Representation at the Cambria Plant of 
Bethlehem Steel Company 


To Houston Underwood 


April 14,1936. 


You have been selected to work on an Election Board at 
the postponed election of Employees’ Representatives to 
be held April 14, 1936. 

You have been assigned as per attached notice. 

If unable to serve, kindly notify the Committee at once. 

EMPLOYEES’ COMMITTEE ON RULES. 

CLARE H. WILLIAMS, Chairman 
STEPHEN J. SIMKOVICH, Secretary 


NRA 



WE DO OUR PART 


BETHLEHEM REVIEW 

A Bulletin of News for the Employees of the Subsidiary 
Companies of the Bethlehem Steel Corporation 


No. 25 


Bethlehem, Pa. 


September 25, 1933 


Fifteen Years of Employee Representation 


T HIS issue of Bethlehem Review marks the 
fifteenth anniversary of our Employees' Repre¬ 
sentation Plan. Our Plan was among the first 
of its kind to be introduced in American industry. It 
was a pioneer step in labor relations. Now, fifteen 
years later, the National Industrial Recovery Act 
recognizes the value of such a plan under its provision 
for collective bargaining. This means of collective 
bargaining has stood the test of time. It has served 
both employees and management in prosperous days 
and in hard times, and meets the requirements of the 
new law. 

At its inception I stated that our Plan would be 
made an integral part of our business. That this has 
been done is evidenced by the important place it has 
come to occupy in our current affairs. The Plan has 
become vital In the administration of our business, 
affording as ft does a method for the establishment of 
fair and proper schedules of wages, hours and other 
working conditions, and for guiding the various econ¬ 
omic betterment plans which have been organized 
among and for the benefit of the employees over the 
last fifteen years. 

No outside agency could possibly take the place of 
our Employees' Representation Plan, without destroy¬ 
ing that all-essential direct contact and relationship so 
necessary to insure to employees the best possible 
working and living conditions, and to management 
the cooperation of an intelligently informed body of 
employees. Under the Plan the employees have been 
kept constantly advised, through their elected repre¬ 
sentatives, of the conditions of our business; and the 
part they have played in counselling and originating 
constructive labor policies is an attainment of which 
every employee can well be proud. 

The principles of our Plan have been adopted by 
all other Important steel companies, and by many 
large organizations in other industries. Meeting the 
requirements of the NIRA our Employees' Repre¬ 
sentation Plan continues to serve as the medium of 
representation just as it has in the past. I urge all 


employees to continue to use to the full the facilities 
of the Plan for presenting their needs and views. That 
is its purpose. No question can be raised by an em¬ 
ployee that can react in any way against him. 

The elected representatives under the Employees' 
Representation Plan have performed their duties in a 
fearless, intelligent and constructive manner. Non¬ 
discrimination is the very fundamental of the Plan. A 
rigid adherence to this policy has been a powerful 
factor in making the Plan a continuing success, and 
no interference with this policy will be tolerated. 

In view of misleading statements on the much dis¬ 
cussed subject of the open and closed shop, of union 
and non-union labor, and in fairness to our employees, 
I feel it my duty to say plainly that no Bethlehem 
employee is required to belong to a labor union to get 
the full advantages ot collective bargaining under the 
National Industrial Recovery Act. The Act provides 
for collective bargaining quite independent of an em¬ 
ployee's affiliation or non-affiliation with any organi¬ 
zation, union or otherwise. All of these benefits of 
collective bargaining are afforded under our Em¬ 
ployees’ Representation Plan without cost to the 
employee. 

Bethlehem has whole-heartedly joined with the 
other companies in the steel business to have our great 
basic industry cooperate with the President of the 
United States and his Administration in overcoming 
the causes of the present depression. To this end we 
and all other important steel companies have sub¬ 
scribed to a Code of Fair Competition for the conduct 
of the industry during the emergency. Mutual under¬ 
standing and united effort on the part of all are neces¬ 
sary to accomplish this great purpose. The Code 
aims to reach this objective for the industry as a whole; 
and within our company an effective agency for 
accomplishing this cooperation is the Employees* 
Representation Plan. Let us, therefore, continue to 
so operate the Plan that we may, as employees and 
citizens, make our full contribution toward national 
recovery. 



President . 
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Employee Representation in Bethlehem, 1918-1933 


Fi f teen years ago Bethlehem st ar ted 
its Employees* Representation Plan. 
Today the Plan is in effect in the 
various operating units in steel manu¬ 
facturing, ship building, mining, and 
McClintic-Marshall. 

Similar plans have been adopted 
throughout the steel industry and 
in scores of other industries. 

Under the Bethlehem Plan more 
than 6,000 cases have been reviewed, 
and settled to the satisfaction of all. 
It has provided a long era of enthu¬ 
siastic cooperation between men and 
management, based upon a mutual 
understanding of the various prob¬ 
lems. 

The Plan is based upon the direct 
election of representatives from and 
by the employees, with both nomi¬ 
nation and election by secret ballot. 

The general participation of the 
employees in the Plan is indicated by 
the fact, that, in recent years more 
than 90% of the men have voted in the 
election of representatives. 

The representatives are formed 
into various committees dealing with 
subjects affecting employment, such 
as wage rates, hours, safe working 
conditions, etc. The Plan is a strong 
open-shop plan and provides that no 
employee shall be discriminated 
against. Its preamble states: 

The representation of employ¬ 
ees, as hereinafter provided , shall 
in no way discriminate against any 
employee because of race , sex or 
creed , or abridge or conflict with his 
or her right to belong or not to belong 
to any lawful society , fraternity , 
union or other organization .** 

The Plan provides not alone the 
collective bargaining features which 
have been emphasized as important 
in many industrial discussions re¬ 
cently, but it likewise affords the 
employees a fuller knowledge of the 
business and a closer relationship 
with management than is feasible 
under other methods. Under the 
Employees* Representation Plan, the 
men have a clearing house for the 
discussion of all problems of mutual 
interest. At the initiation of the 
Plan in 1918, President E. G. Grace 
stated its purposes as follows: 

Not only has the representa¬ 
tion plan been inaugurated for the 
settlement of grievattces but in order 


WAGES UNDER THE STEEL CODE 

Employees of the Bethlehem 
Steel Company had the benefit 
of Increases In wages a month 
ahead of the signing of the 
Steel Code. 

On July 16, 1933 there was a 
general increase of 15% in wage 
rates in the Bethlehem Steel 
Company. At that time there 
were also adopted higher basic 
rates of pay for common labor. 

These increases, already In 
force in the Bethlehem Steel 
Company, were later recognized 
In the Steel Code. 


to attain a lasting success it must 
be utilized in a constructive manner . 
Not alone does the Plan provide a 
channel through which the em¬ 
ployee may reach the management 
but the management feels that it 
now has an opportunity of present¬ 


ing to the employees questions upon 
which their assistance and advice 
are desired” 

The development of the Plan in 
its enlarged functions may be seen 
in the progress of industrial relations 
measures which have been developed 
in connection with it. 

Pensions Total $5,000,000 

Since 1923 employees of Subsidiary 
Companies of Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration are eligible, under specified 
service and age requirements, to 
receive pensions under the Pension 
Plan. 

More than five million dollars fa 
total of $5,110,356) have been paid 
out under the Pension Plan during 
its ten years of operation. At the 
end of the last calendar year there 
were 1,781 active pensioners on the 
pension payroll. These pensions are 
wholly company contributions, with¬ 
out any contribution by the men. 


How Cases Have Been Decided 

Under Bethlehem Plan of Employee*’ Representation 
October, 1918, to June, 1933 

(Plants of Bethlehem Steel Co. and Pacific Coast Steel Corp,) 


DISPOSITION 


Subject 

Affirma¬ 

tive 

Negative 

With¬ 

drawn 

Compro¬ 

mise 

Total 

Employment and working conditions. 

809 

225 

87 

184 

1,305 

Wages, piecework, bonus, tonnage schedules 

515 

303 

77 

251 

1,146 

Safety and prevention of accidents.. 

775 

49 

38 

74 

936 

Practice, methods and economy . 

344 

53 

32 

55 

484 

Health and works sanitation... 

346 

23 

36 

48 

453 

Employees transportation . 

305 

56 

34 

36 

431 

Pensions and relief..... 

464 

77 

21 

39 

601 

Housing, domestic economies and living 
conditions. 

165 

35 

17 

32 

249 

Education and publication. 

27 

3 

9 

8 

47 

Athletics and recreation.. 

37 

4 

9 

5 

55 

Rules, ways and means-. 

87 

15 

14 

25 

141 

Miscellaneous-.... 

58 

6 

1 

5 

70 

Totai. ... 

3,932 

849 

375 

762 

5.918 


It will be noted that two-thirds of the cases were decided in favor of the em¬ 
ployees, with an additional 13% compromised. In short, approximately four-fifths 
of the cases brought up by the employees have been decided favorably toward the 
employee over a period of years, with adverse decisions in but 14% of the cases and 
withdrawals in 6%. 

It will be further noted that close to half of the cases have dealt with the funda¬ 
mental economic subjects of employment, working conditions and wage rates, indi¬ 
cating that both employees and management have found this plan a satisfactory method 
of dealing with the most important problems. 


CO 

r\j 

co 

















BETHLEHEM REVIEW 


The Pension Plan is company ad¬ 
ministered, but it is made effective 
through the Employees* Repre¬ 
sentation Plan, representatives of 
which are consulted in developing 
the application of the pension system. 

Relief Benefits of $1,170,000 
in 1932 - 

A direct adjunct of the Employ¬ 
ees* Representation Plan is the 
Relief Plan, handled jointly by em¬ 
ployee trustees and company trus¬ 
tees for the administration of relief 
funds. The value of the Relief Plan 
has been particularly marked during 
the depression years, when its serv¬ 
ices cared for many employee families 
which would otherwise have been on 
public charity rolls. 

The Plan in the last calendar year 
paid out $1,171,049.00 to employees. 

The company contributes the en¬ 
tire administrative cost of managing 
the Relief Plan. 

Under the Relief Plan contri¬ 
butions are paid out with maximum 
effectiveness, since the Employees* 
Representatives, acting as trustees, 


are in a position to know which cases 
are the most needful. 

Throughout the depression the 
company has assisted its employees, 
where the circumstances or special 
cases warranted, through credits on 
fuel supply, rentals, and other nor¬ 
mal expenditures. 

Emergency Work $1,043,100 

One of the major means of assist¬ 
ing employees during hard times was 
the program of emergency work car¬ 
ried on by Bethlehem during the 
most trying months of the depression. 

The amount of money expended 
in wages for this purpose exceeded 
$1,043,100. This was a payroll 
which would not have been expended 
except for the sole purpose of offering 
to the more needy employees an 
opportunity to increase their pay 
envelopes. 

These emergency jobs were on 
projects which would not have been 
undertaken except for the purpose 
stated. They consisted in tearing 
down old buildings and similar re¬ 
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conditioning work which could have 
been postponed indefinitely. The 
existence of this emergency work 
fund, however, enabled the Em¬ 
ployees* Representation Plan to aid 
several thousand of our employees 
who were most in need of additional 
revenue. This emergency work was 
allocated to various employees, and 
the fairness of the allocation was 
materially aided by the fact that the 
Employees* Representatives served 
as advisors in the working out of the 
Program. 

Work-Sharing Retained 20,000 

Another means of relieving the 
employment situation, was the pro¬ 
gram of distributing work, a policy 
in which Bethlehem was a pioneer. 
This policy of work sharing made it 
possible to retain approximately 
20,000 more of our employees than 
would have been necessary if a 
favored few had been kept for full 
time activity. 

This policy was adopted by in 
consultation with. our employees 
speaking through their Employees* 
Representatives. 


Employees’ Representation Plans Throughout the Steel Industry 


More than 85% of the steel in¬ 
dustry is now operated under Em¬ 
ployees’ Representation Plans. 

At the present time sixteen leading 
6teel companies are included among 
those which have Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentation Plans. 

These companies are: 

American Rolling Mill Company 

Bethlehem Steel Corporation 

A. M. Byere Company 

Colorado Fuel & Iron Company 

CorriganMcKinney 

Crucible Steel Company 

Inland Steel Company 

Jones & Laughlin Steel Corporation 

McKeesport Tin Plate Company 

National Steel Corporation 

Pittsburgh Steel Company 


HOURS OF WORK REQUIRED 
UNDER THE STEEL CODE 

“None of the members of 
the Code shall cause or permit 
any employee to work at an 
average of more than 40 hours 
per week in any six months 
period or to work more than 48 
hours or more than 6 days in 
any one week.” 


Republic Steel Corporation 
Sharon Steel Hoop Company 
United States Steel Corporation 
Wheeling Steel Corporation 
Youngstown Sheet & Tube Company 


Some of these Plans have dated 
back many years. 

A number of the Employees’ 
Representation Plans were estab¬ 
lished by steel companies in order to 
cooperate promptly and effectively 
with the Government in providing 
their employees with machinery for 
collective bargaining in compliance 
with the National Industrial Re¬ 
covery Act. In most instances 
the companies had some means of 
consultation with their workers, but 
the Employees* Representation Plan 
was decided on as the thorough, 
complete and most satisfactory 
means of providing representation 
facilities for the employees. 
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Other Industries Have Employees’ Representation 


Growth from 403,756 Employees Covered in 1919 to 1,263,194 in 1932 


Collective bargaining through Em¬ 
ployees’ Representation Plans is the 
established practice in many branches of 
industry. 

The National Industrial Conference 
Board has made a survey of leading firms 
in which the employees have Joint Com¬ 
mittees. Employees Committees, Works 
Councils and other forms of employees 
representation. 

In 1919 there were 145 companies 
with Employees' Representation Plans. 

By the beginning of 1933 there were 
313 companies with Employees’ Repre¬ 
sentation Plans. 

In 1919 the number of employees 
covered by such plans was 403,756. 

At the beginning of this year three 
times the number were covered by Em¬ 
ployees' Representation Plans, or a total 
of 1,263.194. There are thousands more 
included today. 

Companies in Addition to Steel 

Among the leading companies outside 
of the steel industry having Employees’ 


Representation Plans are the following: 

American Enka Corporation 
American Seating Company 
American Telephone & Telegraph Co. 

and Associated Companies 
Armour & Company 
Armstrong Cork Company 
Bigelow-Sanford Carpet Company, Inc. 
Bloedel Donovan Lumber Mills 
Borden’s Farm Products Company, Inc. 
S. F. Bowser & Company 
Carter’s Ink Company 
Cheney Brothers 

Cincinnati Milling Machine Company 
Commonwealth Edison Company 
?■ Cudahy Brothers Company 

Dennison Manufacturing Company 
E. I. duPont de Nemours & Company 
Elgin National Watch Company 
Wm. Filene’a Sons Company 
Forbes Lithograph Mfg. Company 
General Electric Company 
Goodyear Tire & Rubber Company 
H. P. Hood & Sons Company 
International Harvester Company 
Intertype Corporation 
Kimberly-Clark Corporation 


Knox Hat Company, Inc. 

Landis Tool Company 
Leeds & Northrup Company 
Mergenthaler Linotype Company 
Miami Copper Company 
Midwest Refining Company 
Nunn, Bush & Weldon Shoe Company 
Procter & Gamble Company 
Puget Sound Power & Light Company 
Real Silk Hosiery Mills, Inc. 

Revere Copper & Brass, Inc. 

Sheffield Farms Company, Inc. 

Sperry Gyroscope Company 

Standard Oil Company (Indiana) 

Standard Oil Company (New Jersey) 

Strawbridge & Clothier 

Susauehanna Silk Mills 

Swift & Company 

Tide Water Oil Company 

Union Electric Light & Power Company 

United States Rubber Company 

Walworth Company 

Western Union Telegraph Company 

Westinghouse Electric & Mfg. Company 

White Sewing Machine Corporation 

Wilson and Company 

Yale & Townc Manufacturing Company 


Statements of President Roosevelt and Administrator Johnson 
Relative to Labor Relations and National Recovery Act 


PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT: 

41 There should be no discord and dispute. 
The workers of this country have rights under 
this law. No aggression is now necessary to 
obtain those rights.** 


“We can safely rely on the sense of fair play 
among all Americans to assure every industry 
which moves forward promptly in this united 
drive against depression that its workers will 
be with it to a man.” 

ADMINISTRATOR JOHNSON: 

“It is not the duty of the Administration to 
act as an agent to unionize labor in any industry 
and, as has repeatedly been stated, it will not 
so act.” 

44 The American Federation of Labor agrees 
with me that this administration is not to be 
used for unionizing any industry.” 

“Labor in any industry has the right to 
organize and bargain collectively; the law also 


recognizes the right of individual workers to 
bargain for their own condition of employment.” 

44 An open shop is a place where any man who 
is competent and whose services are desired will 
be employed, regardless of whether or not he 
belongs to a union. That is exactly what this 
law says.” 


* * * 


44 This law establishes the right of workers to 
organize and to deal with their employers through 
any representatives whom they may choose. 
Workers are not compelled to do this. They can 
deal with their employers individually if they so 
choose. ... It is as bad for an organization to 
tell workers that if they do not join a particular 
union they will get no rights as it is for em¬ 
ployers to tell their men that if they do not join 
company unions they will get no rights. Both 
statements misrepresent the law and take undue 
advantage of workers.” 
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SECURITY OF EMPLOYMENT 


To the Employees: 

I am sure we all agree that your welfare and that of your families and of the 
communities in which you live depends upon uninterrupted operation of our plants, 
and that anything that disturbs our present condition will imperil the interests of 
all. Undoubtedly you have seen that professional labor leaders have publicly 
announced a campaign to unionize the employees of the steel industry. 

The employees in the industry have enjoyed a long era of industrial peace during 
times when other industries dominated by labor unions have been torn with strife. 
However it may be described, the real purpose of the unionization campaign is 
to force the "closed shop" on all employees in the steel industry and thus to compel 
you and all other employees in the industry to join and pay dues to a union in 
order that you may hold your jobs. We believe that no worker should be required 
to pay tribute to anyone or to any organization for the right to work. 

Realizing its obligation to the employees, to the owners and to the public, after 
careful consideration of all phases of the threatened drive, the industry issued through 
the American Iron and Steel Institute the statement reprinted in this number of the 
REVIEW. Our management firmly believes in the views expressed in that statement. 
They express the policies which have controlled our dealings and relationships for 
many years. 

The effectiveness of your existing Representation Plans, for the proper settle¬ 
ment of all questions arising between any of you and the management throughout 
17 years of uninterrupted operation has been outstanding, and the results speak 
for themselves. It is unnecessary to review them in detail here. They are well known 
by all of us. Experience has shown that no question can arise between us that can¬ 
not be equitably adjusted. There have been no strife or strikes, no loss of jobs or 
time, and no dues or fines. 

1 am convinced that employees know their own problems better than anyone 
else can know them and that no outsiders can deal with those problems as effec¬ 
tively and intelligently as can the employees themselves. 

In addressing you as I have, 1 do not have any thought that you desire any 
change in our present relationships or that you will be misled by any appeal that 
may be made to you in the announced campaign. My purpose rather is to assure you 
that we will assist you in every way to continue the present proven method of deal¬ 
ing with our mutual problems, and that we will use our resources to the best of our 
ability to protect you and your families from interference, intimidation and coer¬ 
cion from any source. 
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Progress in Steel Labor Policies 

From Address of EL G. Grace, President, American Iron and Steel Institute, May, 1936 


There is, perhaps, no better way to judge 
the conscience of an industry than to exam¬ 
ine into its labor policies. Take any of the 
great industries, such as oil, automotive, 
steel, rubber, electrical and compare their 
present day wage rates, working schedules 
and actual achievements in social betterment 
with those of thirty years ago. 

These improved conditions spelling prog¬ 
ress were not forced upon these industries. 
They represented a voluntary recognition 
of the responsibilities of enlightened man¬ 
agement. What has been done was soundly 
conceived because it did not have to hew to 
a cut and dried pattern prescribed by theor¬ 
ists. The methods were flexible to meet the 
varied needs and conditions of widely dif¬ 
fering industries. 

Our own industry, steel, is an excellent 
example of the progressive betterment which 
has taken place. A little more than twenty 
years ago the average worker received less 
than thirty cents per hour. He worked 
twelve hours a day and seven days a week. 
He had no means of expressing himself; 


no organized means of contact or confer¬ 
ence with his employers. His working con¬ 
ditions were crude and hazardous. He lived 
in a rented house and when his useful 
working days were over, more than likely 
he became a charge upon relatives. 

Vastly Better Wages and Hours for 
Steel Workers 

Contrast these conditions with those of 
today. The steel worker’s wage rate is about 
125% higher. He works eight hours a day 
and not over six days per week. Periodically 
he or his chosen representative sits around 
the conference table with his employer to 
discuss and help fix his working conditions. 
His health and safety are protected and 
cared for through company-maintained hos¬ 
pitals and vigilant safety programs. In many 
instances he already owns or is buying his 
own home with the aid of his company. 
There is an insurance program to protect 
his family in case of sickness and death, and 
finally a~company-financed pension plan to 
care for him in his old age. 


96 . 1 % Vote in Employees Elections 

Beats Record of Past Five Years 


Results of annual elections for employees 
representatives held for the year 1936 by 
the employees of Bethlehem Steel Corpora¬ 
tion set a new record of accomplishment 
with a 96.1% vote from among the 53,847 
employees eligible to vote in the elections. 
This is the best record in the last five years, 
as indicated by the following figures: 


1932 

% rating 

87.5 

1933 

88.9 

1934 

93.7 

1935 

95.4 

1936 

96.1 


The elections are an annual event and 
are conducted by the employees themselves 
CO for the purpose of choosing, by secret ballot, 
CO spokesmen to deal with the management on 
CM matters pertaining to wages, hours, working 
03 conditions and other factors having to do 
with the economic security of the employees. 


Under their Plan of Employees' Represen¬ 
tation, Bethlehem employees have chosen 
435 spokesmen to represent them for the 
coming year. 

The Bethlehem plan has been in opera¬ 
tion for nearly eighteen years. It provides 
for collective bargaining, or more properly, 
as the employees regard it, collective deal¬ 
ing. It affords a prompt, fair and effective 
means for settling problems which arise 
from day to day. The workers in each 
plant have their own Representation Plan 
with the opportunity to handle their own 
local problems according to their own 
immediate needs. Employees' Representa¬ 
tives handled 807 cases in 1935 with settle¬ 
ment favorable to employees in 81.5% of 
instances. 

Elmployees' Representation Plans are now 
in effect throughout the steel industry. 
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Reprint of Statement by American Iron and Steel Institute 


TO THE PUBLIC AND 

THE EMPLOYEES IN THE STEEL INDUSTRY: 

A campaign to unionize the employees of the Steel Industry has been 
announced. 

In order that the employees and the public may know the position 
of the Steel Industry in the face of the threatened drive, the Industry 
makes this statement through the American Iron and Steel Institute. 

Persons and organizations not connected with the Industry have taken 
charge of the campaign. 

^ There are many disturbing indications that the promoters of the 
campaign will employ coercion and intimidation of the employees in the 
Industry and foment strikes. 

The objective of the campaign is the “closed shop/’ which prohibits 
the employment of anyone not a union member. The Steel Industry will 
oppose any attempt to compel its employees to join a union or to pay tribute 
for the right to work. 

No employee in the Steel Industry has to join any organization to 
get or hold a job. Employment in the Industry does not depend upon 
membership or non-membership in any organization. Advancement depends 
on individual merit and effort. These are fundamental American principles 
to which the Industry will steadfastly adhere. 

The Steel Industry believes in the principles of collective bargaining, 
and it is in effect throughout the Industry. 

The overwhelming majority of the employees in the Steel Industry 
recently participated in annual elections under their own representation 
plans and elected their representatives for collective bargaining. The elections 
were conducted by the employees themselves by secret ballot. One of the 
purposes of the announced campaign is to overthrow those plans and the 
representatives so elected. 

The Steel Industry is recovering from six years of depression and 
huge losses, and the employees are now beginning to receive the benefits 
of increased operations. Any interruption of the forward movement will 
seriously injure the employees and their families and all businesses dependent 
upon the Industry, and will endanger the welfare of the country. 

The announced drive, with its accompanying agitation for indus¬ 
trial strife, threatens such interruption. 

The Steel Industry will use its resources to the best of its ability 
to protect its employees and their families from intimidation, coercion and 
violence and to aid them in maintaining collective bargaining free from 
interference from any source. 

AMERICAN IRON AND STEEL INSTITUTE 
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Vacations with Pay for Employees 


Conferences of Management and Employees’ Representatives 

Result in Detailed Program 


The vacation plan for Bethlehem em¬ 
ployees which was announced effective 
May 1st, for the year 1936, adds another 
fine activity in rounding out the compre¬ 
hensive labor relations program which has 
been developed over the last few years under 
the Employees* Representation Plan. 

This program of vacations with pay has 
been under continuous consideration by em¬ 
ployees* representatives and management 
since the first 1936 conferences held early 
in the year. 

The terms of the plan are as follows: 

RULES PERTAINING TO VACATION FOR 
EMPLOYEES ON HOURLY, PIECE WORK 
OR TONNAGE RATES AT THE PLANTS OF 
BETHLEHEM STEEL COMPANY AND 
BETHLEHEM SHIPBUILDING CORPORA¬ 
TION, LTD. FOR THE YEAR 1936. 

Employees at the plants of Bethlehem Steel 
Company and Bethlehem Shipbuilding Corpora¬ 
tion, Ltd., on hourly, piece work or tonnage rates 
are entitled to a vacation with pay during the 
year 1936 under conditions enumerated in these 
rules. 

PURPOSE 

L The purpose and intent of such vacations is 
to give to employees a stated vacation time 
with pay, to allow for rest and recreation, 
and in recognition of prompt and regular 
attendance, and of faithful, efficient and 
continuous service. 

ELIGIBILITY AND ALLOWANCES 

1. Length of service shall be determined as of 
May I, 1936. 

2. After five years continuous service the 
employee is entitled to one full week's vaca¬ 
tion with pay during the current year. The 
employment record for Pension purposes 
shall establish the continuous service record 
for employees and govern the vacation 
rights. 

3. No payment will be made to employees in 
lieu of a vacation. 
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4. Employees terminated before taking the 
current year's vacation will not be entitled 
to a vacation allowance. 

5. Employees having an irregular service record 
through absences not specifically permitted 
by the head of the department forfeit their 
vacation rights. Absences due to personal 
illness, industrial accidents, death of im¬ 
mediate rejative, jury or election duty, or 
permitted attendance at encampments on 
military service, will not count as a break in 
regular attendance records. 

TIME OF VACATIONS 

1. Vacations may be taken from May 15 to 
Dec. 31, subject to the approval of the 
department head. 

2. A vacation should be taken in a continuous 
period of seven days, but if broken for some 
exceptional reason, it must be upon approval 
of the department head. The vacation 
week must include one Saturday and one 
Sunday. 

3. Holidays falling within a vacation period 
are to be considered as a vacation day and 
are not additional^ to the vacation period. 

4. While every effort will be made to meet the 
employee's desires, vacation schedules should 
conform to the requirements of operations 
and should be taken as scheduled by the 
department heads. In some instances, the 
period of temporary shut-downs may be 
designated as a vacation period. 

VACATION PAY 

1. The rate of vacation pay shall be an average 
hourly rate determined from hours worked 
and wages earned by the employee in the 
pay periods beginning and ending in the 
first quarter of the year 1936. 

2. At plants where the working schedules are 
based upon a maximum of eight (8) hours 
per day and six (6) days per week, the 
number of hours allowance for a vacation 
week shall be the average hours worked per 
week as computed for the pay periods used 
in paragraph 1, with a minimum allowance 
of 40 hours and a maximum of 48 hours. 
At plants where the required working sched¬ 
ules are less than specified above, vacation 
allowances will be computed on the above 
basis, with a minimum allowance of 30 hours 
per week and a maximum allowance of the 
regular scheduled hours per week. 
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Bethlehem Moves Forward 


I N this issue of the Bethlehem Review, there are presented some examples 
of the progress which our ( ompany is making. 

The success of our (’ompany in the long run depends upon its ability to 
meet competition and to forge ahead in each department of its efforts. 

Our Company has made many contributions to steel-making, has led 
the way in many particulars. But we need to be constantly diligent in re¬ 
search, in efficiency, and in mutual cooperation if we are to maintain and 
improve our position. 

The past year has been one of encouragement for employees and for the 
(ompany. The wage rate schedule has been put at a new high level. This 
was done ahead of dividends to our common stockholders and ahead of price 
advances. 

The relationships between management and employees have continued 
with the same mutual regard and understanding which have existed for many 
years. The Employees* Representation Plan never more fully performed 
its function as an effective means of collective bargaining. In addition to 
wage increases, other noteworthy achievements in bettering working con¬ 
ditions were accomplished, among which were the new vacation plan and 
payment for overtime work. 

For nearly twenty years now the Representation Plan has served the 
interests of employees. What it has accomplished is reflected in the greatly 
improved wages and working conditions that exist today. Based as it is on 
confidence and cooperation it promotes industrial peace. Industrial peace, 
not strife, is what we need. Those who would serve best the interests of 
labor will protect the Plan. They will protect it for what it is—a fair, square, 
effective and responsible method of collective bargaining. 

Our Company is in the midst of an investment program of $70,000,000 
in new equipment, all of which is aimed to improve Bethlehem markets and 
increase employment. 

Our job jointly as management and employees is to so conduct our affairs, 
to so handle our daily work that Bethlehem will maintain its position as one 
of the most effective producing units in the industry. With this united 
effort, we may all look forward to 1937 with encouragement. 
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THE VOICE OF STEEL 


Showing the Public 
How Bethlehem 
Men Make Steel 


THRONGS AT METAL SHOW SEE BETHLEHEM FILMS 



Interested crowds pressed around BctTiTehcin’s exhibit at tlu* National Metal Show in Cleveland, 
in ()etnlier. where two Bethlehem talking; pictures on the Manufacture of Alloy Steels ami of 
Wire were featured. So .strong was the appeal of these pictures that continuous showings were 
necessary. The pictures were shown to an estimated total of S(HH) spectators at the Show. 


While Bethlehem is moving for¬ 
ward in the campaign to diversify 
its products to meet the growing 
demand for consumers' goods, a 
new development is giving to cus¬ 
tomers and the general public, an 
intimate understanding of the 
manufacture of Bethlehem products 
as actually carried out in our plants 
by Bethlehem men. 

This development is a series of 
talking pictures, now being ex¬ 
hibited by Bethlehem's division of 
publications and advertising. To 
the thousands of people throughout 
the country who are flocking to see 
them, these pictures are almost as 
impressive as a trip through one of 
our plants. As the film unwinds, 
the spectators see the entire process 
of steel-making enacted before their 
eyes. They leave with a vivid 
conception of the cooperative effort, 
the many kinds of skill, the coordi¬ 
nation of tasks, that are required to 
produce, for example, a bale of 
bethanized fence, a forging billet of 
alloy steel. 

These talking pictures are prov¬ 
ing effective in giving our cus¬ 
tomers an appreciation of the care 
and integrity that go into Beth¬ 
lehem products. In addition, they 
are bringing many favorable com¬ 
ments about working conditions, 
and the marked skill and high 
calibre of the Bethlehem personnel 
who have performed their daily 
tasks before the camera. 

Karly in UKHi, the film “The 
Making of Alloy Steels" was com¬ 
pleted. It was followed by “Wire," 
which covers the making of wire 
and wire products. A third picture 
describes the production of gal¬ 
vanized sheets. These pictures, 
together with the Bethlehem pic¬ 
ture on the manufacture of struc¬ 
tural shapes, already a classic 
among industrial films, have been 
exhibited before many audiences. 
While the first three films have been 
available for only a part of UKIO, 


Year’s Progress Through 
Joint Efforts 

Bethlehem accomplishments an* typi¬ 
fied in the brief articles in the accom¬ 
panying |wges , de aling with examples 
of many kinds of successful efforts 
during recent months. 

The short space available cannot 
begin to cover all the noteworthy 
events. Subsequent issues of the 
Review will give further examples. 

It is significant that all of these 
attainme nts have become possible 
t hroug h the cooperatio n between man¬ 
agement ami employees, and through 
t he joint efforts of d ifferen t groups of 
persons employed in the various ac tiv¬ 
ities of the company. 

Research, for example, develops new 
products. New products are popular¬ 
ized^ througli_ sales and promotion. 
(I renter sales and better production 
facilities go hand in hand. Bigger 
production spells more employment. 
Hence the story of Bethlehem activity 
is the story of all employees and all 
departments continuously inter-related. 


il is estimated that during the year 
more than 40,000 persons have 
seen a Bethlehem talking picture. 
Showings total 101, not including 
continuous showings at the Texas 
(’entennial. 

In the making of these pictures, 
steel becomes a customer of a 
thriving industry, itself a customer 
of steel. From the mechanism of a 
movie camera to the steel frame¬ 
work for a large modern theatre, the 
moving-picture industry ranks 
among important steel consumers. 

Today in the steel industry we 
are passing through an era of 
shifting markets, with consumers' 
goods pressing steadily to the fore. 
These changing conditions demand 
a flexible advertising strategy to 
cooperate with Bethlehem's far- 
flung sales organization. 

Talking pictures are one of the 
many effective ways in which the 
organization of which he is a part 
is backing up the man in the mill 
by telling the world about the 
things he is making, thus broaden¬ 
ing the market for Bethlehem steels 
and creating more employment. 
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Construction Soon to Start on 
Maryland Strip-Sheet Mill 


The cold-reducing mill at Maryland plant, view of which appears above, will in the future use 
strip to be supplied by the new continuous mill on which work is shortly to begin. 


Work lias been started in prepara¬ 
tion for the continuous strip-sheet 
mil! at Maryland plant. Sparrows 
Point, Aid., initial project author¬ 
ized - as a part of Bethlehem’s 
$35,000,000 new construction pro¬ 
gram to be carried out during 1037. 

All necessary preliminaries to the 
starting of construction have been 
completed. Tests have been made 
of the bearing value of the soil. 
Roads have been built over which 
construction materials will be hauled 
to the mill site. 

At present the new mill for the 
production of cold-rolled tin plate 
which was placed in operation at 
Maryland Plant last June is being 
supplied with hot-rolled coils from 
the strip-sheet mill at Lackawanna. 
The increasing demand for cold- 
rolled tin plate now justifies the 
building of a continuous strip-sheet 
mill at Maryland, as well as addi¬ 
tional cold-rolling mills and finishing 
facilities for the production of tin 
plate, sheets, and strip. The new 
strip-sheet mill will l)e a 56-inch 
continuous mill with an annual ca¬ 
pacity of 600,000 tons. 

Mr. Grace said, in announcing 
the decision to undertake this new 
construction, “Our favorable ex¬ 
perience with the continuous strip- 
sheet mill at our Lackawanna plant, 
completed in the early part of this 


year, fully justifies us in going for¬ 
ward with additional facilities for 


new Sparrows Point facilities will 
find similar markets for light, flat- 
rolled products in a still further 
diversified field. 

“This construction is a continu¬ 
ation of the program started in 1035, 
on which $34,500,000 has been 
spent to date. The primary object 
of the program lias been the further 
diversification of our business by 
providing additional finishing facili¬ 
ties for the production of the lighter 
steel products. 

“The first important units in the 
present program which have already 
gone into operation are the con¬ 
tinuous sheet, strip and plate mill 
at Lackawanna, the addition to 
the tin plate department at the 
Maryland plant, and the instal¬ 
lation of facilities for the production 
of bethanized wire at Maryland 
plant and at Cambria plant, Johns¬ 
town, Pa. 

“For some time the management 
has been studying the possibilities 
of increased facilities for the pro¬ 
duction of consumers’ goods. This 
will provide Bethlehem with a 
better balanced production between 
the heavier and lighter products. 
The demand for the lighter steel 
products relative to heavier prod¬ 
ucts has been increasing rapidly, 
not only in the automobile field and 


making tLis type-ef matertnb—This*-tlTe coTitaTncr beld, l>ut likewise in 

mill lias enjoyed steadily increasing the wide application for furniture, 
business since it was put into pro- air-conditioning, metal latli, roofing, 
duction. It is anticipated that our culverts, and the like.” 

WHEN THE STRIP-SHEET MILL OPENED AT LACKAWANNA 


Group of editors and Bethlehem oflicials, with Charles M. Schwab and Eugene G. Grace in right 
foreground, watching operation of hot-mill at formal opening of Lackawanna strip-sheet mill, 
which ranked among foremost industrial events of 1936. From the day this unit was placed 
in service there has been continuous demand for every ton it could produce. 
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Launching of Tanker “Gulfcoast” at Sparrows Point Works 


KEY SYSTEM CARS BUILT AT HARLAN 


Launch ‘Gulfcoast’ 
at Sparrows Point 

The 44 Gulfcoast,” the largest 
vessel built at Sparrows Point dur¬ 
ing the last twelve years, was 
launched on December 12. Mrs. 
Virginia Drake Hubbard was the 
sponsor. 

The 44 Gulfcoast” is one of two 
tankers which Bethlehem Ship¬ 
building Corporation, Ltd., is build¬ 
ing for Gulf Oil Corporation. The 
second tanker, also under construc¬ 
tion at Sparrows Point, will be 
launched in the near future. 

Representing the latest practice 
and refinements in tank-steamship 
design, the “Gulfcoast” and her 
sister ship arc turbine-propelled 
vessels, 425 ft. long between per¬ 
pendiculars, with moulded beam of 
04 ft. and deadweight tonnage of 
11,000. It is expected that they will 
attain a speed of not less than 1134 
knots. 

While similar to the other tankers 
of the Gulf fleet in a number of 
respects, these vessels have certain 
unique features, especially in the 
attention given to the fire-proofing 
of quarters. 

In addition to these two vessels, 
two other oil tankers are also under 
construction at Sparrows Point, for 
the Standard Oil Company of New 
Jersey. 


Wheels for Streamliners 

A majority of the light-weight 
streamline trains which are proving 
the most spectacular development 
in rail transportation in many years 
are equipped with wrought steel 
wheels made at Bethlehem's Cam¬ 
bria Plant. Among such trains is 
the Burlington's Denver Zephyr 
which in October made the trip 
between Denver and Chicago, 1017 
miles, at an average speed of 
33 miles per hour. 


Cars as modern in conception and 
as attractive in appearance as a 
de luxe 1937 automobile are being 
completed at Bethlehem’s Harlan 
plant, Wilmington, Del., for oper¬ 
ation by the Key System over the 
new San Francisco-Oakland Bay 
Bridge. 

These cars are of streamline, ar¬ 
ticulated design, and finished in 
lustrous orange and aluminum. 
They have an advanced heating and 
ventilating system, improved light¬ 
ing, and rubber insulation against 
noise and shock. Mayari 44 R”, 
a special corrosion-resisting, high- 
strength steel developed by Bethle¬ 
hem metallurgists, was specified for 
the bodies. 

Twenty-three two-car units have 
been built or arc under construction 
at Harlan Plant. In addition, the 



bodies for forty units will be built at 
Harlan, to be mounted on existing 
trucks. 

In shipping these cars the 3000 
miles to Oakland, Calif., the three- 
car loading plan was used, as shown 
in the illustration. 


BETHLEHEM NICKEL-STEEL PLATES IN MODERN MOTIVE POWER 



This locomotive is one of a number built during 1936 by The Norfolk and Western Railway in its Roanoke, Va., shops. These engines, the 
last word in modern motive power, have Bethlehem Niekel Steel Plates manufactured at Cambria and Maryland plants in their boilers. 
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Aqueduct to Deliver 
Billion Gals. Daily 

This great const ruction job, on 
which 8000 men arc now at work, 
when completed in 1080 will convey 
one billion gallons of water daily 
from Parker dam, below Moulder 
dam on the Colorado river, to the 
Metropolitan area of southern Cal¬ 
ifornia, more than ‘5011 miles distant, 
with a population of two and one- 
half million. 

While a portion of the aqueduct 
consists of an open Hume, for 
nearly 100 miles it is a tunnel 18 ft. 
in diameter, cut through the moun¬ 
tains. The water will be pumped 
five times during its long journey, 
using power generated at Boulder 
dam. 



Bethlehem Steel Company is sup¬ 
plying a substantial tonnage of steel 
for this remarkable project, includ¬ 
ing large (plantities of reinforcing 
steel, as well as structural shapes, 
steel plates, and hollow-drill steel. 


Steel for Highways 

Few motorists who glide swiftly 
and comfortably over smooth mod- 




CAST-IRON SEGMENTS 

IN MIDTOWN TUNNEL 


Like earlier tunnels beneath the 
Hudson lliver, this latest under¬ 
ground traffic artery between New 
York City and New Jersey will have 
a lining formed by bolting together 
accurately machined cast-iron seg¬ 
ments.- -.-. 

Eventually the Midtown tunnel 
will consist of two tubes. One tube, 
comprising two traffic lanes, will 
first be completed, with construc¬ 
tion of the second tube to follow. 
All of the segments for the first 


tube have been installed. Bethle¬ 
hem furnished these segments and 
will also supply the segments for the 
second tube. 

The manufacture of tunnel seg- 
men ts. necessitat ing 111 msunl f on n- 
dry facilities and involving unique 
problems, is work with which the 
Bethlehem plant has been identified 
since the building of the Hudson and 
Manhattan tunnel beneath the Hud¬ 
son River, nearly .‘50 years ago. 


era roads realize the vital part that 
steel plays in the building of con¬ 
crete highways. 

All the steel used in the new 
highway shown at the lower left, 
which extends for five miles between 
Bethlehem and (’enter Valley, Fa., 
was manufactured by Bethlehem. 

The steel which Bethlehem sup¬ 
plied for this job included not only 
the bar mats and other items of 
reinforcement, but the wire from 
which the cable guard was woven, 
and the brackets which were used 
to fasten the cable guard to the 
posts. 

In addition to the various steel 
products mentioned above, the 
crushed limestone used in mixing 
the concrete for this highway was 
supplied from the quarry at Beth¬ 
lehem. 



Assembly Hangar 

Largest structure of its kind in 
the world, this final assembly hangar 
for airplane manufacture built at 
Santa Monica. Calif., for Douglas 
Aircraft Company, is .‘50(1 ft. long 
with an overall width of v 28.> ft. 
Bethlehem supplied the steel frame¬ 
work. All of the fabrication 
handled at Los Angeles Works. 


was 
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Research Faces 
Broader Task 

Research in steel i* today facing 
:i broader t;isk limn over before. 

It is living assigned not only to 
determine and sometimes to develop 
steel for a given application. lint 
also to indicate the most cdicicnl 
processing. It is being called upon 
to prov’ido"new"steels for new uses _ 
as well as improved steels for estab¬ 
lished uses. 

livery important application of 
steel, every phase of its manu¬ 
facture. rolling, shaping and heal¬ 
ing. is explored. One man may he 
studying electrolvlie cleaning ami 
coating. Another will he assigned 
to heat-treatnient of rails, steels 
subject to impact at sub-zero tem¬ 
peratures. or gas absorption and 
diffusion in metals. 



Kven during the lean depression 
years expansion of the Development 
and Research Department of Betli- 
leheni Steel ('ompany was begun 
in preparation for the larger de¬ 
mand. particularly for highly spec¬ 
ialized steels, which was foreseen 
as inevitable. More recently, this 
expansion has been greatly accel¬ 
erated. During the past year the 
number of research projects being 
actively pursued has doubled, and 
the stall of research workers has 
been increased. Some additions to 
the stall have been made by transfer 
of men with metallurgical training 
from production assignments. In 
other cases, men have been added 
who have had research experience 
in other industries or in commercial 
resea rcl i la I >ora t < >ries. 

Bethlehem makes no attempt to 
separate research work as an inde¬ 
pendent function of the Develop¬ 
ment and Research Department 
from research that is linked directly 


Machines 
Serve Labor 

I nnu iin iithlrc-** hi/ Drnlnr .1 aims S. 
/ finttmx. ht fnrr /hr Stirirli/ nf . I iilnirinlin 
l.ii'ftm t r*. 

“Nr do not invent in;ieliilies to save 
labor. A study of I lie p;ilent> oil tile in 
Washington reveal* the interest inj* 
truth that only Hi per rent of the 
patents there are for labor-saving ina- 
ehnte> and that -the-other St per vent¬ 
ure for labor-serving niaebiiies. they 
eri’ale jobs.” .... 

“Nliat elFeet has the inaehine on 
wages' It increases the wages and de¬ 
creases tin* hours of labor and improves 
the conditions under which men work. 
Itral wage is purchasing power in 
terms of goods, lieul wages more than 
doubled between ISMMI and l!l.‘k>. Be¬ 
tween IfllHt and lll.'IU produet ion jht 
worker iuereased liS per cent. How 
was this possible? Became lie was 
given :t:tl per cent more horsepower in 
equipment. It was not harder on him 
to produce Ibis liS per relit more, it was 
easier because of his eipiipnieut.” 

“ There is no such tiling as tech¬ 
nological unemployment. New scien¬ 
tific lines use more jobs than similar 
old ones. The automobile industry 
nses tvviee over the number'of men in 
proportion to our population that 
wagons and carriages ever employed.” 


with production. I lose relation¬ 
ship is maintained with product 
sales managers, with operating and 
contact metallurgists, and with both 
plant and central office engineers. 

A notable accomplishment of the 
Research Department during the 
past year has been the perfection of 
an improved open-hearth melting 
practice that promotes remarkable 
hcal-to-hcal uniformity, hi a test 
run in which this method was ap¬ 
plied to a large number of heats of 
steel I lie analyses and physicals for 
the different heats were so similar 
that it was impossible to tell one 
heal from another. 


Am monoduct 

Ammonoduet, a new Bethlehem 
product, is pipe made from a quality 
of open-hearth steel which Beth¬ 
lehem metallurgists developed to 
meet the severe demands of the 
refrigerating industry, where pipe 
is subjected to severe cold working. 

Inquiries for Ammonoduet are 
coming not only from builders of 
refrigerating equipment but from 
manufacturers in other lines. 



Added Facilities in 
Tool Steel Division 

Improvements now under way in 
tin* 'fool Steel Department. Beth¬ 
lehem plant, will result in smoother 
(low of work and more efficient 
operation, placing this (’ompany in 
even better position to serve shops, 
and mines and quarries. 

These improvements include a 
furnace to preheat ingots prior to 
hammer cogging: cut-off machines 
of various kinds, including friction 
wheels and saws: polishing equip¬ 
ment for turning out polished stain¬ 
less bars: and a “ Wheelabrator** for 
surfacing bars and removing scale. 


Hawaiian User Tests 
Hethanized Wire 

The development of betliatiizcd 
wire, with its electrically-applied 
coaling of pure zinc, marked the 
beginning of a new era in the pro¬ 
tection of wire against corrosion. 

Typical of reports (hat reach us 
about the ability of bethanized wire 
to combat rust is a recent state¬ 
ment from a customer in Hawaii, 
who is conducting his own lest to 
compare the rust-resistance of beth¬ 
anized win* with that of the con¬ 
ventional hot-dip product by ex¬ 
posing samples of both types to the 
salt breezes blowing oft the Pacific, 
lie writes as follows: 

“The bethanized wire which has 
been exposed, along with the com¬ 
petitive wire, to a strong salt-laden 
breeze, still shows a bright. un¬ 
affected surface, while tin* com¬ 
petitive wire has lost its lustre and 
has already started to show corro¬ 
sion. This alone shows the superi¬ 
ority of tin* bethaniziiig process." 
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BETHLEHEM MAKES SAFETY RECORD ON GOLDEN GATE BRIDGE 



-Ia-cr©otin#-iJie UM4^r*-aml floor~for_tW-JvoUt*^-^«Uogi-sijepension bridge Bethlehem made « 

new safety record. Contributing to this result was a safety net, developed and installed by 
Bethlehem, which was placed below the floor and extended as the work advanced. This device 
is applicable only on high bridges where material is handled out from the towers. Four fabri¬ 
cating works—Alameda, Pottstown, Steelton and Bethlehem—shared in supplying the steel 
for the Golden Gate Bridge. The bridge will he ready for traffic next May. 


Alloy Steel Book 
Fills Real Need 

For fifty years, longer than any 
other company in America, Beth¬ 
lehem has been making alloy steels. 

The fund of knowledge collected 
during this long experience on alloy 
'deels and their applications, ampli¬ 



fied by continuous research, has 
been boiled down into a 3G0-page 
handbook and organized for con¬ 
venient reference. 

Men in every field of industry in 
which alloy steels are used have 
welcomed this handbook as filling a 
real need. It is becoming recog¬ 
nized as the standard work of ref¬ 
erence on the subject. From the 
day of publication, requests for 
copies have kept pouring in. 

Bethlehem Wins Catalog Atvard 

The Alloy Steel Handbook was 
included in a collection of Beth¬ 
lehem publications entered in a 
competition recently at the con¬ 
vention of the National Industrial 
Advertisers Association. This dis¬ 
play won for Bethlehem the highest 
award for excellence in catalogs. 


MM J I 
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Silvery Mayari 
in Motor Blocks 

Each year sees an increase in the 
number of automobiles with motor 
blocks cast with Silvery Mayari 
Alloy Iron in the iron mixture. 
Silvery Mayari, a Bethlehem prod¬ 
uct, gives castings a fine, dense 
grain that makes them machinable 
to a smooth, mirror-like surface. 

Ideal for motor blocks, Silvery 
Mayari is imparting equally desir¬ 
able improvements to castings of 
many other types, including ma¬ 
chine-tool castings, compressor cy¬ 
linders, gears and pinions, and 
high-pressure vessels. 



Beth-Cu-Loy in Farming 

Agriculture is one of the im¬ 
portant outlets for Beth-Cu-Loy 
Sheets. Farmers are using them not 
only for roofing and siding of barns 
and sheds, but often as roofing for 
their homes. In such applications 
the ability of Beth-Cu-Loy to defy 
rust is a step toward economy that 
farmers are quick to adopt. 

The illustration shows Bcth-Cu- 
Lov Sheets being put to a different 
type of agricultural use. Because 
the housings are made of rust- 
defying sheets of Beth-Cu-Loy, 
these threshing machines will give 
much longer service before replace¬ 
ments become necessary. 
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Golden Gate Bridge being built by 
Bethlehem Steel Company. When com. 
pitted the bridge will have the largest span 
in the world, 1200 feet, exceeding the George 
Washington Bridge span by 700 feet. Beth, 
lehem has conducted the building of this 
bridge without the loss of a single life, which 
is a new engineering safety record for a struc¬ 
ture of such magnitude. 
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A Better Outlook 


To the Employees: 

The present situation of our company gives 
reason for a fuller degree of encouragement 
than has existed for several years past. 

Our company is steadily emerging from the 
hard times of the last five years and the stock¬ 
holders, management and employees will 
emerge along with it. 

We are now employing virtually our normal 
force having a payroll of about 70,000 persons, 
with hourly wage rates at the level of our most 
prosperous years. Additional business will 
tend to give more working hours per man with 
consequently larger pay envelopes. This in¬ 
creased purchasing power will help the whole 
business picture because it will in turn find its 
way into creative enterprises which are the 
backbone of a prosperous country. The de¬ 
mand for greater production is the answer to 
unemployment. 

Aside from forces over which we have no 
control, the surest way for us to improve our 
position is through initiative and enterprise. 
Bethlehem Steel Company through the dark¬ 
est days of the depression prepared for the 
future. It developed new products, maintained 
its properties at a high degree of efficiency, 
constructed important new plant facilities, 
kept the organization intact, preserved its 
morale and is today prepared to meet all com¬ 
petition and lead the way toward greater uses 
of steel by the buying public. 

Our situation, therefore, was never more 
promising and when business gets fully under 
way we are confident that our efforts will be 
rewarded by bringing increasing tonnage de¬ 
mand to our mills. 

There is a large latent demand for the prod¬ 
ucts of industry and an important factor in 


this demand is the return of confidence in the 
future of our institutions and our country. 

The investment of the thousands of stock¬ 
holders, which gives all of us the opportunity 
for employment, must be made profitable— 
that is our obligation. There is no such thing 
as prosperity without profits, and to insure 
profits we must have efficient operations and 
reasonable price levels. To widen our markets 
and to increase the demand for our products we 
must ever be mindful of costs, quality and ser¬ 
vice. The steel industry has always been highly 
competitive and to maintain and improve our 
position we must apply ourselves continuously 
to finding ways and means of improving the 
processes of both production and distribution. 

livery added cost from whatever source 
loaded on to business is a brake on prosperity. 
That is why business men and workers realize 
the necessity for economy in local, state and 
federal government as well as in business,— 
excessive taxation is one of the greatest deter¬ 
rents to business prosperity. 

The success of each individual in his job and 
in his earning power is inevitably related to 
the progress of the company. In the good re¬ 
lationships that exist between employees and 
management in Bethlehem we have a firm 
foundation on which to build for future 
progress. 

We all know the hard work, care and devo¬ 
tion, which have been put into the building of 
Bethlehem. We all have a just pride in the 
position it occupies in our great industry. 
Everything that we can do to spread the 
knowledge of Bethlehem’s standards, accom¬ 
plishments and ability to serve will help the 
strength and prosperity of our company. 


O 
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President. 
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Benefits Increased $1.00 per Week 

Relief Plan Trustees Restore Higher Levels—Second 
Gain in Three Years for All Classes 


Another increase of one dollar a 
week in sick benefits applicable to 
each of the three classes of partici¬ 
pants was voted by the Trustees of 
the Relief Plan at their annual meet¬ 
ing in Bethlehem on Feb. 11, 1936. 

This, together with a similar in¬ 
crease authorized one year ago, raises 
the weekly disability benefits to $9.00 
a week for Class I, $10.00 a week for 
Class II,and$11.00a week Class III. 

This brings the schedules within 
$1.00 of the pre-depression levels es¬ 
tablished in 1920, which continued in 
force until March 1, 1933, when it 
was found necessary because of the 
depression to cut the rates to $7.00, 
$8.00, and $9.00, respectively. 

The new rates are to go into effect 
ns of March 1, 1930, and will apply 
to all participants receiving the re¬ 
duced disability benefits on that date, 
ns well as cases arising thereafter. 

Death benefits continue unchanged 
at $500 for Class I, $1000 for Class 
II, and $1500 for Class III. The rate 
of contributions also remains the 
same: Class I, $1.00, Class II, $1.50, 
Class III, $2.00. 

68,325 Employees in Relief Plan 

The average number of participants 
in the Plan for last year was 61,588. 
This compares with 61,628 for 1934 
and with a yearly average since Jan¬ 
uary 1, 1926, when the Plan was in¬ 
augurated, of 62,500. At the close of 
the year, 68,325 out of 68,666 of the 
eligible employees of the corporation 
and its subsidiary companies were 
participating. 

$1,007,106.76 Payments in 1935 

Total payments to participants for 
1935 amounted to $1,007,106.76, of 
which $501,253.09 was paid in dentil 
benefits; $189,192.67 was paid in dis¬ 
ability benefits and $13,360.00 was 
expended on account of old relief as¬ 
sociations under arrangements made 
before the present Plan was put into 
effect in 1926. Approximately 6,800 
participants or their beneficiaries re¬ 
ceived payments last year. 

Total cash receipts were received 
during the year amounting to $1,053,- 


119.35. The general reserve was in¬ 
creased by $31,310.00, raising the 
surplus to $119,391.35. 

Since the inauguration of the Plan, 
(i 121 participants have died and their 
beneficiaries have been paid death 
benefits amounting to $1,121,113.91. 
Disability benefits amounting to $5,- 
039,210.36 have been paid in 56,689 
disability eases. 

All costs of administering the Plan 
are paid by the Company, and, there¬ 
fore, every cent of dues is available 
for the disbursements. 

The weekly rate of workers’ dis¬ 
ability benefits from 1926 up to and 
including March 1, 1936, is as fol- 


lows:—■ 


Mat. 1. 

Mar. l. 

Mar. 1. 


1926 

1933 

1935 

1936 

Class I 

$10 

$7 

$ 8 

$ 9 

Class II 

$11 

$8 

$ 9 

$10 

Class III 

$12 

$9 

$10 

$11 


$840,255 in Pensions 

Corporation Bears All Expense 

Bethlehem Steel Corporation’s pen¬ 
sion program reached a new high in 
payment of $810,255 to employees in 
1935. 
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The increasing curve of the retire¬ 
ment total is accounted for by the fact 
that in the acquisition of new plants 
and properties, the corporation recog¬ 
nizes the employees’ working record 
under prior managements. 

Thus if an employee has had only 
five years of service in operations now 
under Bethlehem ownership, he may 
nevertheless be eligible for pension 
because of twenty years of service in 
the same plant under prior ownership. 

Bethlehem’s acquisitions in the past 
fifteen years have accordingly built 
up a large roster of employees now 
exceeding 70,000, and including a con¬ 
siderable number of long-service men. 

The pension payment during the 
past year represented .99 c /o of the to¬ 
tal payroll. Payments to pensioners 
since the plan was established in Jan¬ 
uary 1,1923, have totaled $7,591,976. 

'l’lie funds under the Bethlehem 
Pension Plan for employees are paid 
out of the corporation treasury with¬ 
out any contribution by the employees. 
The Plan was adopted to earc for 
long-service workers, and all who 
have had twenty-five years of service 
and are over sixty-five years of age 
are eligible. Pensions are also granted 
for disability after fifteen years of 
service. 

Another feature of the Bethlehem 
Plan is that payments arc granted as 
a reward of service and without rela¬ 
tion to any relief situation, savings 
accumulations or other economic re¬ 
source of the employees. In many 
steel plant operations the skill and 
craftsmanship which come with age 
arc regarded as of major importance, 
with the result that the tendency is to 
retain employees on the active rolls as 
long as health and strength permit. 

Of the 191 employees pensioned 
during 1935 there were fourteen hav¬ 
ing continuous service records for 
more than fifty years, and thirty-one 
with service records of more than 
forty-five years. 

The pension roll now comprises 
1.921 retired employees. They retired 
at an average age of a little over sixty- 
six years, and on the average they 
had thirty-five and one-half years of 
service at the time of being pensioned. 
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Accidents Reduced 35% in Past Year 

Bethlehem Steel’s Safety Record Steadily Improved— 
Program of Activities Which Got Results 


In tile year 1 D3i> Bethlehem had the 
best safety record in its entire history. 
The accident rate showed a reduction 
of 35% from the preceding year, and 
a reduction of 75.5% from the year 
101 (i when organized accident preven¬ 
tion activity was inaugurated. 

The 1935 rate establishes a new 

low record for accident frequency in 

spite of an increase of 18,000,000 

man hours work over the preceding 

year. 

» 

Fewer Accidents in All Divisions 

This progress in safer operations 
extended throughout the entire organ¬ 
ization with each of the major divi¬ 
sions showing a considerable percent¬ 
age of reduction in the number of lost 
time accidents. The figures of reduc¬ 
tion by divisions arc as follows: 


Steel Plants.40% 

Fabricated Steel Construc¬ 
tion, Works.49% 

Fabricated Steel Construc¬ 
tion, Erection.32% 

Ship Yards. 23% 

Coal Mines. 11% 


The quarries went through the year 
with only one lost time accident. 

Outstanding Activities 

The favorable record of the year 
was the result of an active program 
by employees and management an¬ 
ticipating that increased operations 
might lead to greater lost time acci¬ 
dents unless adequate prevention 
measures were undertaken. These 
measures approached the problem in 
a number of ditTercnt ways, from the 
engineering and educational stand¬ 
points. Some of the more important 
activities were: 

1. General Managers* Weekly Safety 

Letter. 

One weekly letter to the supervisory 
force and one to the employees deal¬ 
ing with some safety topic. This has 
been found to be a very effective way 
of bringing particular hazards to the 


attention of the employees, together 
with practical methods for prevention. 

2. Monthly Superintendents' Safety 
Meeting. 

The superintendents of each plant 
meet under the chairmanship of Gen¬ 
eral Manager devoting the entire time 
of the meeting to the subject of acci¬ 
dent prevention. 

3. Employees' Representatives Com¬ 
mittees. 

The committees dealing with safety 
problems are a constant guide in acci¬ 
dent prevention work, bringing to the 
attention of the management any un¬ 
safe practices or conditions. 

4. Plant Safety Organizations. 

Each department has a safety com¬ 
mittee of employees, who meet at reg¬ 
ular intervals with their superinten¬ 
dent. There is a general safety com¬ 
mittee made up of a representative 
in each department which meets with 
the plant safety supervisor. This or¬ 
ganization set-up which has been in 
effect for some years is the originat¬ 
ing point for the bulk of the safety 
activities. 


5. Plant Inspection Committees. 

These committees made up from the 
management staff make periodic in¬ 
spection of the physical conditions of 
operation and make recommendations 
with respect to improvement of safety 
conditions. 

Additional Effort 

There have been a number of 
special efforts introduced in various 
plants such as the limerick contest, 
the poster contest, plant safety tro¬ 
phies, and the “white elephant'' con¬ 
test where a white elephant is awarded 
to the department which has the worst 
record for the month. 

Other efforts include the safety 
questionnaire, the large bill-board 
posters, the Eittle Safety League in 
which the men in different divisions 
are assigned to the solution of some 
particular safety problem, plant clean¬ 
up campaigns, and essay contests. 

Part of Daily Work 

The goal of the various activities 
indicated above becomes realized in 
so far as each man as a part of the 
daily work gives thought to the safe 
performance of each operation. 

The plants report that progress 
made in accident prevention in 1935 
has been very encouraging and never 
before in the history of Bethlehem 
has there been such a concerted inter¬ 
est shown in safety. 





£ io 
z 

UJ 

S 







































s 20 

> 

z 40 

o 

£50 

2 60 
oc 

UJ A3 

O 

k 80 

z 

UJ 

KJ 90 
oc 

UJ 


\ 

/ 

—■ 

v 



















\ 


\ 




















s 





















— 
























A 




V 



















\ 







































7*6 i*7 m ms uw 19 a im m B24 i«s uz« i»i ms mo i«i uw i»> im ms 

YEAR 

Hazards in Bethlehem Sleel Operalons Register Steady Decline. Taking 1916 
as base, the curve in this chart records the progressive reduction in accidents in 
Bethlehem Steel operations. In spite of the increased number of man hours in 

1935, Bethlehem recorded an accident reduction of 75.5% since the inauguration 
of accident prevention activity in 1916. There is a reduction of 35% in the year 

1935 as compared with 1934. 








BETHLEHEM REVIEW 




Bethlehem Progress in 1936 

O N this and the three following pages are presented photo¬ 
graphs with brief stories of a number of Bethlehem develop- 
ments now in progress. There has never been a time when competi¬ 
tive conditions made a stronger demand on initiative and enterprise 
in keeping our company in the forefront of the steel industry. 

These stories from different plants and departments, and in dif¬ 
ferent applications of steel, give an idea of the wide range of com¬ 
mercial steel products made by Bethlehem, and of the many ways 
in which Bethlehem is seeking to increase the demand for steel 
tonnage through making continuously improved products adapted 
to modern needs. 


Bethlehem New Steel Fram¬ 
ing lor Houses—One of the 
big potential markets for 
the increased tonnage of 
steel is the introduction of 
light steel framework for 
residence construction. 
Bethlehem Steel's engineer¬ 
ing staff has designed a 
complete line of joists, stan¬ 
chions and other steel gad¬ 
gets which can be assembled 
_in to_ the complete fra me- _ 
work of a house according 
to the architect's individual 
design. The pieces can be 
made in quantity produc¬ 
tion. but they can be cut 
to different lengths and 
welded on the job and are 
accordingly adaptable to any 
style of construction. The 
picture above shows a man 
at work on the steel frame¬ 
work of a residence being 
erected for George S. Hill 
at New Rochelle, N. Y. 




E 




Servicing the Railroads—Among the 
Bethlehem products for rail transpor¬ 
tation is the new "Bethlehem Positive 
Signal Stand.” The device comprises 
a switch stand to which an electrically 
operated signalling assembly has been 
attached. It warns of unsafe condi¬ 
tions that may occur at a switch or 
switch stand, even to the slight lifting 
of the latch. 


its commercial applications, such as the elec¬ 
tric train and the messenger strand shown 
above. This type of art is an innovation, and 
Bethlehem seeking a name for these drawings 
in wire has called them "wiregraphs.” 






Hot Metal In Bethlehem's New Sheet Strip 
Mill —One of the first operations in Bethle¬ 
hem’s new mammoth sheet strip mill at 
Lackawanna is pictured above. This mill 
when completed in the spring of 1936 will 
have an annual capacity of 600.000 tons. It 
is aimed to give Bethlehem the same pre¬ 
eminence in flat rolled products which it 
has enjoyed for many years in structural ma¬ 
terials. The enormous uses of sheet steel in 
automobiles, furniture, window frames, re¬ 
frigerators, air-conditioning and other new 
applications give promise of better activity 
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Above 

Bethlehem Develops New All-Welded Underframe for Railroad Industry 

Contributing to the progressive trends in railway ear design, Bethlehem ha 
perfected and is introducing a new all-welded underframe for railway freigh 
cars and also an all-welded car. This construction embodies features o: 
lighter weight and greater rigidity without radically altering the bash 
design of the car. The acceptance of this type underframe by the railroat 
industry is being substantiated by numerous orders. 


Above 


Bethanlzed Fence and Barbed Wire Prolec! 
the Farm. This young lady was snapped by one 
of our field photographers, riding her favorite 
horse on an Indiana farm. Modern farmers are 


dividing their fields and assisting the rotation 
of crops by the use of the new Bethanized Fence 
and Barbed Wire, and Steel Omega Fence Posts. 
Cambria plant at Johnstown, Pa. has just opened 
its new unit for the making of Bethanized Fence. 
This process for the zinc coating of wire by a 
new electrolytic method gives a smooth finish 
and gives a heavier and tighter coating of zinc 
than has been hitherto available. Bethanized 
Fence selling at the same price as othennakes 
has a coating which will not flake or crack due 
to the particular method of its electrical applica¬ 
tion. Demand from the farming territory indi¬ 
cates that this process will give Bethlehem a new 
position in the fence-making business. 



Rivets, Bolls and Nuts, at Lebanon. Bolts and nuts and 
rivets by the hundred thousand are essential to modern 
building construction, where steel is first bolted and then 
riveted into place. The Lebanon plant of Bethlehem Steel 
Company makes them all. Here are manufactured structural 
rivets, hull, tank and boiler rivets, pan head, button head, 
cone head, swell neck and countersunk head rivets. To the 
man on the street a rivet or a bolt and nut fastening is an 
ordinary object. One looks like the other, but the Lebanon 
stockroom carries 3500 different standard items ready for 
shipment on demand for the myriad purposes for which 
steel fastenings are used. 


Lower left 

New Process T i nPlote MlIF at Sparrows Point. 

This picture of one of the units of the new mill, the 
new process for cold rolled tin plate, at the Maryland 
plant of Bethlehem is another evidence that Beth¬ 
lehem is looking forward to more and better mar¬ 
kets. Tinned goods are being used more and more. 
Motorists immediately accepted canned oil. Tinned 
beverages, vegetables, fruit, fish, meat, candies and 
tobacco have all been gaining popularity. The Spar¬ 
rows Point mill is one of the few mills in the coun¬ 
try which is acknowledged by the can makers to be 
able to supply tin plate of uniform high quality. 




Above 

Bethlehem H-Pillng in Oil Tank P 

Coast for pioneering in the use of 1 
tank dock with a typical H-Piling 
struction is typical in the West. Tl 
were also pioneers in the use of L 
in the Fast. 7.500 tons of these were 
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t Elwood, California. Credit belongs to the West 
eheni H-Beams for piling. Here is shown an oil 
lation at Elwood. California. This type of con- 
Igineers of the Jowa State Highway Department 
ing and the practice has been spreading rapidly 
in the foundations of our Lackawanna strip mill. 
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Armored Cage Protects Charging Machine Man. 

Bethlehem steel nulls during the past twelve months 
have had the best safety record in their entire his- 
tory. Part of this accomplishment is due to the 
development of various protective devices, such as 
the armored cage for the charging machine man. as 
pictured above. This is the rear view. Note the wire 
mesh which protects the operator from falling back¬ 
wards. also the steel sheathing which covers the cog 
wheels and the pit in the foreground. 


How the Kalguard Got Its Name. State highway engi¬ 
neers have been seeking for constant improvements in the 
protection of the motorists at highway curves. Bethlehem's 
engineers in the building and road materials division, 
which was formerly known as the Kalman Steel Corpora¬ 
tion subsidiary, designed the all-steel guard-rail which has 
come into popular use. This guard-rail has various patented 
features, and a special name seemed desirable. The word 
Kalman was well known in the road materials industry 
and, therefore, it was decided to use the first syllable "Kai" 
and call the new product Kalguard. 
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Belh-Cu-Loy Sheets on Missis¬ 
sippi River Bridge Approach. 

Beth-Cu-Loy (Copper*Bearing) 
Sheets were used on the deck of the 
approaches to the Mississippi River 
Bridge at New Orleans, La. Me¬ 
tallurgists have found that the in¬ 
troduction of 0.20 to 0.30 copper 
in a heat of steel materially in¬ 
creases the resistance of the metal 
to atmospheric corrosion. 


Active In Power Development. Bethlehem 
Steel Company's fabricating facilities have 
provided the towers for some of the major 
transmission lines in the country. Recently 
the improvement in the consumption of 
power has led to a resumption of activity in 
the power industry. This tower is one of the 
units of the Trenton Metuchen Power line 
in New Jersey, built for Public Service Power 
and Light Corporation of New Jersey by the 
Bethlehem Steel Company. It carries a maxi¬ 
mum of 132.000 volts and »s designed to 
carry a supplementary load of 26 000 volts 
when further expansion is needed Its princi¬ 
pal feature is its narrow base which is 1 I teet 
square as compared to its height of 111 teet. 


Protecting Historic 
Barnegat. Just as the 

famous Barnegat light, 
at Barnegat, N. J., has 
protected mariners for 
generations, so Bethle¬ 
hem Sheet Piling has 
been installed to protect 
the land on which the 
lighthouse stands. Engi¬ 
neers have found that by 
the proper placing of 
steel sheet piling on the 
ocean front it is possible 
not only to protect the 
beach from being washed 
away, but also to extend 
the beach front through 
the retention of the sand 
deposited by the action 
of the surf. 


Modern Gold Miners. Miners at 
the'A^gonaut Gold Mine in Jack- 
soiW^lifornia, are shown here us- 
jngjiethlehem Superior Drill Steel 
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Bethlehem Shipbuilding Corporation's case with respect to the buildint / of certain I'esscls for 
' the Emergency Elect Corp. has been a subject of public discussion for a number of years. The 
JL appraisal of Bethlehem's position by the periodical Daily Mktal Thank is reprinted herewith: 



Bethlehem’s Position Upheld 


In view of the ugly charges of fraud and 
implications of profiteering which from time 
to time are leveled at industrial organizations 
whose production facilities were devoted to the 
manufacture of munitions, ships, etc., during 
the war, the recent finding of the special mas¬ 
ter in United States district court at Philadel¬ 
phia in the case of the government vs. Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Corp., and a group of subsidiaries 
for $19,(>54,850.82 of alleged “unconscion¬ 
able” profits, on wartime contracts provides a 
significant morsel for the general public to 
chew upon. 

The Bethlehem controversy over these con¬ 
tracts has been in litigation since 1925. It 
started when the Emergency Fleet Uorp.sued 
charging Bethlehem with obtaining excessive 
profits on a ship building contract. Bethlehem 
countered with a suit against the government 
asking for $5,001,554 unpaid on the contracts. 
The master’s findings last week recommended 
dismissal of the government action and enter¬ 
ing of a judgment in favor of Bethlehem. In 
his report he found that Bethlehem ships built 
for the government cost less than ships built 
by other shipyards; that the Bethlehem con¬ 
tracts were relatively advantageous to the 
government. 

Bethlehem, in its suit, had emphasized that 
its ships cost the government relatively less 
than those built by competition. It maintained 
that out of 59 vessels referred to in the suit, 52 
were built at less cost to the government than 
similar boats built by competitive yards, with 
comparative figures unavailable for seven 
5100-ton cargo boats as there were no other 
cargo boats in this classification and type 
built by competitive yards. Bethlehem claimed 
it saved the government on these ships $8,880,- 
000 including an allowance of $880,000 for 
superior specifications. 

The comment of the master’s report in de¬ 
tail, is as follows: 

“The evidence before the master shows that 


without considering the 5100-ton cargo boats, 
as to the vessels built by Bethlehem under the 
contracts in suit, substantially all of them were 
built under specifications providing for some 
more expensive items than the vessels of sub¬ 
stantially similar type and size constructed 
during approximately the same period by 
other shipbuilders under luni]) sum and cost 
plus contracts. 

“The result of difference in specifications 
increased the aggregate cost, according to the 
testimony of witness Brown (for Bethlehem) 
by the sum of at least $880,000. 

“The testimony in the record justifies the 
conclusion that with or without adjustment, to 
reflect .the difference in specifications, the cost 
to the government of the vessels built under 
the Bethlehem contracts was less, for the value 
received, than the cost under contracts with 
other shipbuilders. According to Brown, this 
difference is $8,880,000-11.,pp. 405-400. 

“The requested finding No. 25, however, 
fails to reflect the required adjustment in spe¬ 
cifications to create the basis for the compari¬ 
son, called for by the words of the request, 
between the vessels of substantially similar 
type and size constructed by Bethlehem and 
tlie other shipbuilders. If such qualifications 
were to be found in the language, of the re¬ 
quest, the request should be affirmed. The mas¬ 
ter has substantially so found in his general 
findings.” 

Once again the charge of war profiteering 
appears to be laid by the heels. Wartime con¬ 
tractors on government work again would 
seem to have been vindicated though the final 
word in this case is up to the district court 
which will review the master’s findings. Beth¬ 
lehem has reason to be jubilant for certainly 
it has been subjected to the most vicious 
charges and implications of wartime profiteer¬ 
ing of any industrial organization that had the 
fortune, or should we say misfortune, to accept 
a government contract. 


(Reprint of Editorial in Daily Metal Trade, February 14, 1936) 
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Gains in Employees’ Representation 

1935 Registers Large Participation in All Activities— 
81 1 / 2 % of Cases Decided Favorably to Employees 


After 17 years of operation the Em¬ 
ployees Representation in the plants 
of Bethlehem Steel Company set a 
new record of accomplishment in the 
year 1935. In the Bethlehem plants 
95.4% of the employees who were 
available and eligible to vote on the 
election date participated in the elec¬ 
tions of the past year. During the year 
the Plan continued to function with 
effectiveness in meeting the daily 
problems of the employees. Many new 
questions incidental to employment 
and working conditions were consid¬ 
ered and adjusted under the Plan. 

Affording as it does a prompt fair 
and effective means for settling prob¬ 
lems which come up from day to day. 
the Plan provides for collective bar¬ 
gaining or more properly expressed 
collective dealing. This opportunity 
for friendly understanding means 
that the wishes of the employees can 
be continuously and effectively made 
known so that the general conduct of 
the affairs of the company avoids even 
the necessity for dispute. 

This fair conduct is assured by the 
very principles of operation set forth 
in the Principles of Representation of 
the employees stated in the preamble 
of a typical Plan, where freedom from 
any form of discrimination is set forth 
as follows: 

Representation hereunder shall 
in no way discriminate against any 
employee because of race, sex or 
creed, or abridge or conflict with his 
or her right to belong or not to be¬ 
long to any lawful society, fratern¬ 
ity, union or other organization. 

Dealing with Financial Problems 

In times of fluctuating business con¬ 
ditions such as prevailed during the 
past year, Employees’ Representation 
lias been called upon more than ever 
to deal with problems directly affect¬ 
ing the economic status of the em¬ 
ployee. In the 807 cases considered 
during the past year, 30% dealt with 
matters of a financial nature. These 
were, problems of wages, piece-work, 
bonus and tonnage schedules, and the 
directly related subjects of employ¬ 
ment and working conditions. 
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In the 30% of cases dealing with 
economic matters are included those 
concerning pensions and relief. As 
outlined elsewhere in the Bktiii.kiikm 
Rkvikw, the relief benefits were in¬ 
creased $1-09 per week. It is also note¬ 
worthy that the pension roll set a new 
high record. 

In financial outlook, there was con¬ 
siderable progress made during the 
year. In the first place, Bethlehem 
now has its normal working force ex¬ 
ceeding 70,000 and any substantial 
increase in business will result in more 
working hours per man. The shortage 
of working hours has been a constant 
problem during recent years due to 


Facts of Year’s Progress 

Bethlehem employment increased 
from 60,415 in 1034 to 70,653 in 1935. 


licthlchcm Steel employees are rep¬ 
resented by 460 elected Employees* 
Representatives. 


Each plant has its own Representa¬ 
tion Plan with the opportunity to han¬ 
dle its own local problems according to 
its own immediate needs. 


Employees* Representatives handled 
807 cases in 1935, with settlement fav¬ 
orable to employees in 81.5% of in¬ 
stances. 


Participation in election of represen¬ 
tatives under Employees’ Representa¬ 
tion Plans in Bethlehem plants in 1935 
it'«s 95.4%. 


In the ten years under the Relief 
Plan the cash disbursements to em¬ 
ployees, or their beneficiaries, have 
totaled $0,463,384.27. 


Pensions paid by Bethlehem Steel 
Corporation during the past thirteen 
years have totaled $7,594,976. 


There are 1921 retired employees on 
the Bethlehem Pension rolls. 


Wage rates, hours and working con¬ 
ditions and other financial considera¬ 
tions constitute 30% of the cases of 
record handled under Plans of Em¬ 
ployees’ Representation in 1935. 


Accident prevention problems were 
second in importance representing 
24.1% of cases of record in 1935. 


the slackness in demand for steel 
products. A somewhat better business 
situation has permitted a number of 
plant improvements, such as better 
locker rooms, improved heating and 
ventilation and other factors related 
to better working conditions. 

Best Safety Record 

The fact that the year 1935 regis¬ 
tered the best safety record in Bethle¬ 
hem's history is discussed in detail in 
other columns. It is significant of the 
relationship to the Plan of Employees’ 
Representation to the safety move¬ 
ment, that 21% of the cases discussed 
at the various plants had to do with 
prevention of accidents. The lowering 
of hazards is customarily in direct 
ratio to the interest taken in the sub¬ 
ject by the employees in general, by 
the employees' representatives and by 
the foremen. Many of the engineer¬ 
ing improvements which have been 
adopted for the protection of workers 
have originated in suggestions made 
through employees* committees as a 
result of analyzing the job and mak¬ 
ing recommendations. 

Bethlehem Employees Pioneered 

The success of the Employees’ Rep¬ 
resentation activity in the various 
Bethlehem plants was started with the 
pioneering introduction of this idea 
in 1918. Since that time Bethlehem 
has had Employees’ Representation 
operating from day to day, with each 
plant having its own plan for the im¬ 
mediate dealing with industrial rela¬ 
tions problems, and providing for di¬ 
rect contact between management and 
men. 

When this idea was started in Beth¬ 
lehem it was a relatively new principle 
responsive to the general feeling that 
some regular continuous program of 
representation for employee needs 
was essential. Nevertheless there were 
in the country at that time only a few 
other corporations where employees 
had such representation. By 1919 
there were 115 companies, according 
to the figures of the National Indus¬ 
trial Conference Board. These 115 
companies included 103,7(55 men. The 
same authority today lists 719 con¬ 
cerns with 2,597,583 employees oper¬ 
ating under Employees’ Representa¬ 
tion plans. 

This figure exceeding 2,500,000 
does not reflect the complete growth 
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Some Highlights on the Representation Plan 

by Employee, et Recen. Annuel Conference, 


lishmcnts where employees’ commit¬ 
tees function from time to time in con¬ 
sultation with the management, but 
the figures here include only those 
cases where there is a regular consti¬ 
tution for the plan, as in each of the 
Bethlehem plants, with specified pro¬ 
visions as to procedure, protection and 
independence through the secret bal¬ 
lot, rights of appeal, and other guar¬ 
antees. 

Plan Popular in Large Companies 
In large companies particularly, 
the study of the National Industrial 
Conference Board indicates, the need 
for this chartered form of representa¬ 
tion has been particularly popular. 
Throughout the steel industry Plans 
are now in successful operation. Of 
the companies studied in the survey 
having over 10,000 workers there 
arc 68% which have Employees' Rep¬ 
resentation. 


They call our Plan a “Company 
Union"—well that's all right toith me 
because in union there is strength and 
our Representation Plan is certainly 
strong. 


Our troubles have been nil in com- 
parison with the troubles experienced 
by companies who do not follow the 
representative plan. 


I sincerely believe that the Plan is so 
constructed as to never be replaced by 
any other if we adhere to its principles. 


We all know the Plan has great 
possibilities, therefore we should co¬ 
operate in doing everything within our 
power to combat those discrepancies 
which seem to be continually arising. 
In this way, there is no doubt but what 
our Plan will attain that degree of per¬ 
fection which is our aim. 



Types ol Cases Handled by Employees' Representation Committee In 1935. Wages, 
working conditions, and other financial problems of die employees were the chief copies 
dealt with by the Plans of Employees’ Representation in 1935. It will be noted that these 
comprise 30.1% of the cases dealt with during the year. Accident prevention was second 
in interest, with health and sanitation in third place. 


And with the continuance of this 
same cooperation and understanding 
between our employees and manage¬ 
ment, and with the same honesty of 
purpose prevailing, I am sure there is 
no barrier big enough to hinder our 
continued success. 


This lack of labor troubles can be at¬ 
tributed to but two things and they are 
the cooperation and close relationship 
between the management and men. 


It has been proposed that we consoli¬ 
date our Plan ivith other plants. We 
want to run our own affairs in this 
plant, we don't want any part in any 
other Plan. 


I think that the Plan of Employees' 
Representation is running much more 
smoothly than ever before. 


Conference Board Opinion 
on Employee Representation 

Beyond the settlement of griev¬ 
ances and, better, their prevention, is 
the broader and more constructive ac¬ 
complishment of employee represen¬ 
tation in welding together manage¬ 
ment and working force into a single, 
cohesive productive unit. 

Whether one holds that the inter¬ 
ests of management and working 
force arc identical or that they are dis¬ 
tinct and separate, the fact remains 
that the two groups work together in 
a common enterprise that produces 
the income of both. So long as this 
partnership in action exists, every¬ 
thing that promotes smoother func¬ 
tioning of the joint relationship can 
hardly be other than mutually advan¬ 
tageous. 

Where one group attempts to en¬ 
force its will on the other without re¬ 
gard to the facts or the justice of the 
case, such arbitrary action is usually 
the result of ignorance or of miscon¬ 
strued motives. It is in bridging this 
gulf of ignorance and misunderstand¬ 
ing that employee representation has 
made its greatest contribution. 

From “Collective Bargaining 
Through Employee Representation /' 
published by National Industrial 
Conference Board. 
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BETHLEHEM REVIEW 


Bethlehem’s Organization for Research 

Technical and Commercial Divisions Separately Managed with 
Correlation of Results under Executive Committee 


More emphasis is being placed 
dailv on research in industry. It is 
an increasingly important factor in 
the growth of a corporation’s busi¬ 
ness. Technical Research and Com¬ 
mercial Research are full brothers. 
Both are essential to the complete 
study of any problem that is to he 
successfully solved. 

The first provides for the study of 
methods, products and the processes 
of manufacture. The second relates 
the product to its position of use in 
the markets and seeks to determine its 
economic value to the public and the 
producer. 

Separate departments are set up 
in our company covering these two 
fields. The Technical branch is an 
arm of the manufacturing depart¬ 
ment, while Commercial Research is 
a part of the general sales division. 

Each of these research groups arc 


completely organized under a man¬ 
ager to whom reports a stall* of spe¬ 
cialists trained in different lines of 
investigation. Any problem submitted 

is considered bv the whole staff and 
• 

after discussion assigned to the staff 
leader under whom, by the nature of 
the problem, the work can he most 
expeditiously carried forward. This 
leader, once assigned his problem, has 
the cooperation not only of his own 
associates hut of the whole organiza¬ 
tion of the company cither in sales or 
manufacturing for the collecting of 
data, experimentation, or production, 
as well as access to history and ex¬ 
perience that can he contributed by 
those most likely to know about the 
problem itself. 

A general Research Committee 
composed of five officers of the corpo¬ 
ration pass upon the problem to be un¬ 
dertaken in investigation and the 
activities of the two divisions of re¬ 


search cooperate closely in daily con¬ 
tact with each other as the study de¬ 
velops. Conclusions drawn from a 
completed problem present the find¬ 
ings of all the elements involved in 
the manufacture and sale and distri¬ 
bution of the commodity under dis¬ 
cussion. 

Research in steel has two general 
objectives: 

1st, to add to the accumulated 
knowledge both scientific and com¬ 
mercial of existing steel products. 

2nd, to improve the quality and ex¬ 
pand the uses of steel either in old 
or new forms. 

Both have the motive of better 
serving the public with increased eco¬ 
nomic values. 

The future of our industry depends 
largely on progress in this direction. 
It is a painstaking effort to anticipate 
the demands of tomorrow and to di¬ 
rect the course of methods, processes 
and facilities so that products will 
he available to meet advances in the 
consumers’ requirements that are de¬ 
veloping from day to day. 
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NEW YORK TIKES 
14arch 22, 1957 


BETHLEHEM’S PUD 
HELD MEN’S CHOICE 


N Shows 9€A Psr Csnt ot 
employs* lor ths Company 
Union, Corporation toy* 


TILLS Or*C. L 0. PARLEYS 


tbuj rop- 

Slmultgneously wtth tho an¬ 
nouncement of the election returns. 
ts« company Issued the following 
* statement of policy an collective 
Wgalnlng": 

"While the principle of collective 
bargmlBlttg bu been relatively bow 
Id aotao Institutions. and whUo this 
principle has boon a mattor of lefts- 
laUvo enactment only tn roc vet 
yaara. collective bargaining baa 
laaa la fall operation to tho planta 
of Bethlehem Stool Corporation far 
sanity twenty years. 

"Because of ita boUof la ooUeetlve' 



kargalnlag. B ethle h em away yean 
am p r ov i ded effective and reepon- 
«*• organlaationo at aU Ita planto 


_organlaationo _ _ __ 

to deal with Ita employes' ooatl 
Of employe-management ro- 



eoQectlve 
coat by employee of tho Bethlehem 
•tael CoepocutSon at tho twosttoth 
annitpl e l e ct I on a of employe te pco- 
aeotathree held In the post few 
day*, according to tho final roturna 
of tho i l e ctV m tailors, aa announced* 
by tha c orpo rati on today. 

All employs of more than sixty 
day* aonrtoe were oUglblo to vote. 

ira of tho managerial 
staff. Of *0.U0 
available voter* la tho tweaty<thrm 
Plants where elections war 
•MM oast ballots for tha 
aanUtloa plan and elected M3 em¬ 
ploye representative* for the com* 
la< yaa.. 

Asked what e?/5< this vote for 
Ms employe's roprooenUtJpa plan 
would have on Bethlehem's tttJ- 
feogs with outside unions, company 
Officials stated that Ita long es¬ 
tablished policy of bargaining with 
any gro u p of employes or with any 
iting any of them 
■tlnue. 


'This principle baa bean applied 
aot only through tho employee 
Plaaa of repreaentatioa In Botble- 
but also through nego¬ 
tiation with Individuals and other. 
w ho have claimed to repred 
any of «nr employee. 

Otvea U* , 


The managements at the Bethle¬ 
hem Plants, whenever regnoeted. 
have deolth with the Amalgamated 

Association of Iron. Stool and Tin 
Workers, the International Assort a- 
tlon of Machinists, tho Brotbecttood 
of Railway Trainman an 4 . other 
labor union groups. 

"Ths asms pri nci p l e holds good 
with tho Steel Workers Organizing 
Committee, new established agency 
for steel employee affiliate 1 with 
the C. I. O . and negotiations are 
now going on In aome of our plants 
with the S. W. O. C. for tooee of 
our employes whom they sop resent. 

"The m a n agement of tho units in 
oooh district of our operations has 
and a consistently open pel lay on 
noOeotlve bargaining, which may bo 
stated as follows: 

TB* management at any of our 
atants will meet at mutuall y con¬ 
venient times with any r^ereops 
d i mmin g directly or through i my or* 
gaiimtioo to bo repreoeatae.reo of 


while 

•t elscttoae shewed that the 
greet majority of its employee pre¬ 
ferred to n egot i a te through their 
station pieno. which are 
In existence, it 
with minority 
groups. Including tha Amalgamated 
Association of Iron. Stool and Tin. 
Worker* and other labor 

whenever requested. 

It added that nngotiel 
going on in some of Ita planto with 
the Stool Workers Organising Pans 
mtttoe, afflBatod with the Commit¬ 
tee tor Industrial Organization, far 


. BShtotJ.VSS 

any ot w employee and dm will 
consider with tdha. any malj.'srs of 
interest to our emp l oye which they 
may present to us; that le. wo will 
bargain' collectively with them-' 

"We recognize that collective bar¬ 
gaining must he conducted *n e 
manner satisfactory to our em¬ 
ployee. Most of the nagntlotions 
have been oooducted throng* their 
i s pt ssentatlvee under tbeir plans of 
employs' rep r ese nt a ti o n , no that 
baa bean tha method deelgaatsd la 
moot tn otono m by oar worktac 
to re s o . 

"But wo aim gocofakw that mi¬ 
norities and Individuals have *he 
right to hargaia for them so hr as or 
through their r ep r ese n tatives, ai.'d 
we cu point to on extended reeetx* 
of aegotlatloo with special groups 
and Individuals representing same 
of our employes.” 
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16636a Board Ex . No. Sl-A. 

Plan of Employees * Representation at the Cambria Plant 
of Bethlehem Steel Company 

Minutes of the Meeting of General Body 
March 25th, 1937. 

Meeting called to order at 1:45 P. M. by Donald E. Leber, 
Chairman of the Rules Committee. The Temporary Chair¬ 
man announced it was customary for this Body to request 
the Management to furnish a clerk to cake minutes. Mo¬ 
tion by Representative Betz, seconded by Representative 
Rose, that the Management be requested to furnish a clerk. 
Motion carried. 

Election of Officers: The Temporary Chairman asked 
for nomination for secretary. The following were named: 
John M. Zeman, Frank A. Betz and Russell C. Horning. 
Representative Betz declined the nomination for secretary. 
Motion by Representative Underwood, seconded by Repre¬ 
sentative Trofino, that the nominations be closed. Motion 
carried. Temporary Chairman appointed the following to 
serve as tellers: Gordon Ross, William F. Strange, Charles 
E. Davis and Clarence E. Tressler. He also appointed the 
following as watchers: John R. Slates and Enoch Mitchell. 
The ballot on being taken resulted in Russell C. Horning 
being being elected secretary. 

Secretary Horning took the chair and asked for nomina¬ 
tions for Chairman. The following were nominated: Clare 
H. Williams and Nelson Keller. Motion by Representative 
Zeman, seconded by Representative Commers, that the nom¬ 
inations be closed. Motion carried. The ballot, on being 
taken, resulted in Clare II. Williams being elected chair¬ 
man. 

Chairman Williams took the chair and made a few re¬ 
marks in regard to his desire to have the representatives 
work in harmony during the year. He then asked for nom¬ 
inations for vice-chairman. The following were nominated: 
Nelson Keller, Gordon Ross and Lawrence C. Wright. Mo¬ 
tion by Representative Wagner, seconded by Representative 
Riddell, that the nominations be closed. Motion carried. 


8318 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. I\OARl>. 


A ballot then being taken resulted in Nelson Keller being 
elected Vice-Chairman. 

The chairman stated that it was customary at the reor¬ 
ganization meetings to invite the Management’s Special 
Representative to the meeting to describe the Plan of Rep¬ 
resentation for the particular benefit of newly elected rep¬ 
resentatives. Motion by Representative Davis, seconded 
by Representative Underwood, that the Management’s Spe¬ 
cial Representative be invited to the meeting. Motion car¬ 
ried. 

S. D. Evans, Management’s Special Representative, en¬ 
tered the meeting at 2.15 P. M. The Chairman introduced 
Mr. Evans to the Body and then asked the Secretary to 
call the roll and requested that each representative stand 
as his name was called, in order that Mr. Evans might 
know each representative. 

Roll Call: Present: Alex Amann, William R. Beam, Frank 

A. Betz, Patrick F. Brady, Daniel Burns, John J. Burns, 
Preston M. Chase, Harry C. Commers, James F. Custer, 
Thomas D. Davies, Charles E. Davis, John Deutsch, Edgar 
C. Dorer, Henry C. Dorris, Emlyn H. Evans, George Fetzko, 
William F. Figura, Percy W. Fisher, Otto H. Gehlman, 
Percy B. Grumbling, George J. Hipp, Russell C. Horning, 
Kenneth C. James, Nelson Keller, George L. Kepple, Sid¬ 
ney T. Killian, Julius Kish, Andrew Kmett, Donald E. 
Leber, Ira T. Leidv, Joseph P. McNulty, Enoch Mitchell, 
John A. Palusko, Victor W. Pfarr, Charles A. Pavlosky, 
George G. Riddell, Lavere W. Rorabaugh, Arthur D. Rose, 
Gordon Ross, Stephen J. Sakmar, Curtis E. Shaffer, George 

B. Sharpe, Harvey I. Shomo, John R. Slates, Williams F. 
Strange, Clarence E. Tressler, Edward P. Trofino, Arthur 
II. Turner, Jr., Joseph Tyminski, Houston H. Under'wood, 
Thomas F. Updyke, Harry C. Vann, Julius Vilchinsky, 
Merle J. Wagner, Charles II. White, Rrennis O. Wifong, 
Clare H. Williams, Walter Williams, Fred A. Wirtz, Law¬ 
rence C. Wright, James W. Young, John M. Zeinan. 

Mr. Evans directed his remarks particularly to the new 
representatives, describing the history of the Plan of Rep¬ 
resentation and the details of the Plan, stressing the im- 
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portanee of representatives taking their job seriously. He 
also congratulated the representatives, who were re-elected, 
as well as the representatives elected for the first time. Mr. 
Evans retired from the meeting at 2:30 P. M. 

Election of Committees: The Chairman stated that the 
next duty was to nominate and elect members of five com¬ 
mittees and asked the Body what their wishes were 
16636b as to the manner of electing the committees. Rep¬ 
resentative Ross moved that nominations be made 
from the floor in preference to having a nominating com¬ 
mittee, as in the past and that all names of men nominated 
be placed in a hat and the first five names drawn be de¬ 
clared elected as committeemen and the sixth and seventh 
names drawn be declared elected as alternates. This mo¬ 
tion was seconded by Representative Underwood. Motion 
carried. 

The Chairman asked for nominations for No. 1 Commit¬ 
tee and the following were nominated: Donald E. Leber, 
James F. Custer, Arthur D. Rose, Percy B. Grumbling, 
Merle J. Wagner, Thomas D. Davies, Harry C. Commers, 
George B. Sharpe, Nelson Keller, Gordon Ross, George G. 
Riddell, Clarence E. Tressler, John M. Zeman, Frank A. 
Betz, Charles E. Davis, Fred A. Wirtz, Charles H. White, 
Houston H. Underwood. The following names were drawn: 
George B. Sharpe, Charles E. Davis, Fred A. Wirtz, 
Charles H. White, Percy B. Grumbling. Alternates: 
Donald E. Leber and Nelson Keller. 

The Chairman then asked for nominations for No. 2 
Committee, and the following were nominated: James F. 
Custer, George G. Riddell, John M. Zeman, Thomas D. 
Davies, Arthur D. Rose, Nelson Keller, Kenneth C. James, 
Merle J. Wagner, Frank A. Betz, Harry C. Commers, Hous¬ 
ton H. Underwood, Emlvn IT. Evans, Lawrence C. Wright, 
Patrick F. Brady, William R. Beam, Thomas F. Updyke, 
John Burns, Gordon Ross, Clarence E. Tressler, John R. 
Slates, John Deutsch, Lavere W. Rorabaugh, Joseph P. 
McNulty. The following names were drawn: George G. 
Riddell, Thomas D. Davies, Merle J. Wagner, Emlvn H. 
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Evans, Gordon Ross. Alternates: Kenneth C. James and 
Frank A. Betz. 

The Chairman then asked for nominations for No. 3 
Committee, and the following were nominated: Henry C. 
Dorris, "Walter "Williams, Arthur H. Turner, Jr., Julius 
Vilchinsky, Nelson Keller, Daniel Burns, William F. 
Strange, Enoch Mitchell, Patrick F. Brady, Bronnis 0. 
"Wilfong, Edward P. Trofino, John M. Zeman, Otto II. 
Gehlmann, Kenneth C. James, William R. Beam, George 
L. Kepple, Houston H. Underwood, Thomas F. Updvke, 
Clarence E. Tressler, Stephen J. Sakmar, William F. 
Figura, Edgar C. Dorer, Curtis E. Shaffer, James W. 
Young, Arthur D. Rose. The following names were drawn: 
Nelson Keller, Daniel Burns, Bronnis 0. Wilfong, Edward 
P. Trofino, John M. Zeman. Alternates: Henry C. Dorris 
and Enoch Mitchell. 

The Chairman then asked for nominations for No. 4 
Committee, and the following were nominated: Stephen J. 
Sakmar, Joseph P. McNulty, Charles A. Pavloskv, Harry 
C. Commers, Andrew Kmett, Thomas F. Updvke, Julius 
Kish, Arthur D. Rose, Frank A. Betz, Kenneth C. James, 
Henry C. Dorris, Sidney T. Killian, William F. Figura, 
Arthur H. Turner, Jr., Patrick F. Brady, Lawrence C. 
Wright, John Burns, Henry C. Vann, Clarence C. Tressler, 
James F. Custer, William F. Strange, Enoch Mitchell, 
Houston H. Underwood, Curtis E. Shaffer, John R. Slates, 
William R. Beam, George L. Kepple. The following names 
were drawn: Stephen J. Sakmar, Charles A. Pavloskv, Ju¬ 
lius Kish, Harry C. Vann, James F. Custer. Alternates: 
Lawrence C. Wright and Houston H. Underwood. 

The chairman then asked for nominations for No. 5 
Committee, and stated before the drawing was made that 
only three names would be drawn, as the Chairman and 
Secretary automatically become members of this commit¬ 
tee. The following were nominated: Houston H. Under¬ 
wood, Walter Williams, Clarence E. Tressler, Thomas F. 
Updvke, Andrew Kmett, William R. Beam, Henry C. Dor¬ 
ris, Kenneth C. James, Lawrence C. Wright, Arthur IT. 
Turner, Jr., Patrick F. Brady, Sidney T. Killian, John J. 
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Burns, Curtis E. Shaffer, William F. Strange, George L. 
Kepple, Harry C. Commers, Otto H. Gehlmann, Alex 
Amann, Preston M. Chase, Arthur D. Rose, Enoch Mitchell, 
John R. Slates. The following names were drawn: Kenneth 
C. James, Lawrence C. Wright, Preston M. Chase. Alter¬ 
nates: Sidney T. Killian and John J. Burns. The Chair¬ 
man stated that, due to the fact that three alternates were 
elected as regular members of committees, it would be nec¬ 
essary to nominate and elect three alternates; one for No. 

1 Committee to replace Representative Keller, one for No. 

2 Committee to replace Representative James, and one for 
No. 4 Committee to replace Representative Wright. The 
Chairman then asked for nominations for alternates for 
the respective committees, as stated above, and the follow¬ 
ing names were nominated: William F. Figura, John 
Deutsch, Lavere W. Rorabaugh, George L. Kepple, Clar¬ 
ence E. Tressler, Henry C. Dorris, William F. Strange, 
Thomas F. Updvke, William R. Beam, Patrick F. Brady, 
Arthur H. Turner, Jr., Andrew Kmett, John R. Slates, 
Arthur D. Rose, Alex Amann, Joseph P. McNulty. Before 
the names were drawn motion was made by Representative 
Davies that the names, as drawn, be placed as alternates on 
the committees Nos. 1, 2 and 4, in their respective order. 
Motion seconded by Representative Riddell, Motion car¬ 
ried. The following names were drawn: Joseph P. McNulty 
for No. 1 Committee, George L. Kepple for No. 2 Com¬ 
mittee, and Thomas F. Updvke for No. 4 Commit¬ 
tee. 

16636c The Chairman announced the proposed dates for 
General Body meetings, as follows: 

April 28th, 1937 October 28th, 1937 

May 27th, 1937 November 29th, 1937 

June 28th, 1937 December 29tli, 1937 

July 29th, 1937 January 27th, 1938 

August 30th, 1937 February 24th, 1938 

September 29th, 1937 

Motion by Representative James, seconded by Representa¬ 
tive Wright, that the Body accept the proposed schedule. 
Motion carried. 
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The Chairman also read the April meeting dates for the 
Standing Committee as follows: 


No. 1 Committee—April 20th, 1937 
No. 2 “ — “ 21st, 1937 

No. 3 “ — “ 22nd, 1937 

No. 4 “ — “ 23rd, 1937 

No. 5 “ — “ 26th, 1937 


ITe also stated that the General Body meetings start at 
2:00 P. M., and the Standing Committees at 3:00 P. M. For 
the benefit of the new members, he also stated that the Joint 
Committees meet at 4:00 P. M., on the appointed dates. 

The Chairman announced a recess of several minutes at 
3:35 P. M. After a ten-minute recess the meeting was 
again called to order by the Chairman. He then asked if 
there was any business. 

New Business and General Discussion: Representative 
Commers asked if the wage request of the last General 
Body meeting had been settled. The Chairman stated that 
this question would be asked of the Management’s Special 
Representative later in the meeting. 

Representative Vilchinsky asked if this Body elects a 
trustee for the Relief Plan. The Chairman stated that this 
matter is handled by No. 3 Committee. 

A request was made that the minutes of the previous Gen¬ 
eral Body meeting be read and the Secretary, therefore, 
read the minutes and same were approved as read. 

Representative Wagner asked if this Body would be per¬ 
mitted to make a trip through the Plant this year similar 
to that made last year. The Chairman stated that this ques¬ 
tion would be asked of the Management later in the meeting. 

Representative Beam raised a question about men work¬ 
ing on Sunday in the Gautier Department and particularly 
about Easter Sunday. Representative Mitchell stated that 
in his opinion this was a matter which should be taken up 
with the department superintendent. Representative Wag¬ 
ner stated that Representative Beam had already talked 
with the superintendent of the department and was in¬ 
formed that some men would have to work. Represen¬ 
tative Strange stated that it was necessary for some men 
to work in order that customers be accommodated as much 
as possible. The discussion of Sunday work was entered 
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into by Representatives McNulty, Keller and Commers. 
The Chairman stated that if this Body would like to elimi¬ 
nate all Sunday work, it would be taken up with the Man¬ 
agement for a decision. 

Motion by Representative Betz, seconded by Representa¬ 
tive Wilfong, that the Management be invited to attend the 
meeting. Motion carried. 

C. R. Ellicott, General Manager, R. E. Hough, Assistant 
General Manager and S. D. Evans, Management’s Special 
Representative, entered the meeting at 4:05 P. M. The 
Chairman introduced these men to the representatives and 
then called on Mr. Ellicott for remarks. Mr. Ellicott com¬ 
plimented the Body for completing their organization in 
such a short time and then asked that the 31 new members 
stand up so that the could learn who they were. He then 
stated that he hoped they would be good boosters for Cam¬ 
bria Plant and would carry on the representative work, 
which had been handled so well in the previous year. Mr. 
Ellicott described the present business conditions and oper¬ 
ations of the Plant, all of which indicated a very optomistic 
future. The Chairman asked Mr. Ellicott about the trip 
through the Plant for the representatives and was informed 
that this would be arranged again this year. The Chairman 
also asked about work on Easter Sunday. Mr. Ellicott re¬ 
plied that continuous departments would necessarily work, 
but that every effort was being made to reduce all other 
work to a minimum. 

The Chairman then asked Mr. Hough for remarks. Mr. 
Hough stated he would have a hard job learning to know 
this large group of representatives, but hoped to meet them 
as he made his trips through the Plant. He also urged 
16636d the representatives to carry on the good work, 
which was down during the past year. Mr. Hough 
also stated that the Management was working on the pro¬ 
posal of making a picnic ground available for the coming 
Summer. 

The Chairman then called on Mr. Evans for remarks. 
Prior to the remarks the Chairman asked what had been 
done about the request in a previous meeting for a change 
in the vacation plan. Mr. Evans replied that Mr. Grace had 
announced at the annual conference that the vacation plan 
would be in effect this year on a similar basis as last year 
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and, therefore, arrangements were being made to put the 
plan in effect as of May 15th. He also pointed out the diffi¬ 
culty of meeting the request, previously made, for a longer 
vacation period for the longer service men, due to the fact 
that with the present rate of operations even one week’s 
vacation would cause considerable difficulty on account of 
shortage of skilled men. 

The Chairman then asked Mr. Evans whether or not the 
recent wage increase disposed of the request made at the 
last General Body meeting. Mr. Evans replied that the 
wage increase had been negotiated through the Joint Wage 
Committee and naturally concluded the matter at this time. 
Mr. Evans then answered questions in regard to the recent 
change in ruling for time and half time and stated that for 
the purpose of weekly overtime the week would be consid¬ 
ered as starting at 7:00 A. M. Monday and ending at 7:00 
A. M. the following Monday. This to be effective on Mon¬ 
day March 15th. He also stated that the pay periods were 
being adjusted to start on Monday instead of on Sunday to 
conform with this overtime ruling and that March 21st 
would be included in the pay period intended to be closed 
on March 20th, in order to make this change. 

Adjournment: There being no further business to 
come before the Body, upon motion by Representative Wag¬ 
ner, seconded by Representative Riddell, meeting adjourned 
at 4:55 P. M., to meet again on April 28th, 1937. 

CLARE H. WILLIAMS, Chairman. 

RUSSELL C. HORNING, Secretary. 
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1663S Board Ex . No, 33. 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the 
Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company . 

Minutes of Xo. 1 Standing Committee Meeting—Rules, Etc. 

April 20th, 1937. 

Meeting called to order at 3:00 P. M., by Clare H. Wil¬ 
liams, Chairman of the General Body. 

Roll Call: 

Present: 

Charles E. Davis 
Percv B. Grumbling 
Charles H. White 
Fred A. Wirts 
Donald E. Leber—Alt. 

Absent: 

George B. Sharpe 

Election of Officers: Mr. Williams called for nomination 
for the office of secretary. Representative Grumbling was 
nominated. There being no further nominations Mr. Grum¬ 
bling was declared elected. Secretary Grumbling then 
called for nominations for the office of chairman. Repre¬ 
sentative Davis was nominated. There being no further 
nominations Mr. Davis was declared elected. 

Unfinished Business: There was no unfinished business. 

New Business and General Discussion: The Chairman 
stated that the committee should approve the dates of 
meetings for the year. A motion was made and duly car¬ 
ried that the meetings of this committee be held April 20th, 
June 18th, August 20th, October 18th, December 20th and 
February 16th. 

Representative White stated that some action should be 
taken by the Management to relieve the congestion at the 
Company gasoline station on Iron Street. It was pointed 
out that with the approach of warm weather the business 
of this station would be greatly increased, causing more 
congestion than at the present time. 

There being no further business to come before the com¬ 
mittee it was decided to invite S. D. Evans, Management’s 
Special Representative, to attend the meeting. Mr. Evans 
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entered the meeting and was called upon by the Chairman 
for remarks. 

Mr. Evans discussed with the members of the committee 
a number of questions raised by the members and also dis¬ 
cussed general plant operations. 

Adjournment: There being no further business to come 
before the committee, upon motion duly made and carried 
meeting adjourned at 5:10 P. M. to meet again at 2:00 P. M., 
June 18th, 1937. 

CHARLES E. DAVIS, 
Chairman . 

PERCY B. GRUMBLING, 
Secretary. 

16639 “Board Exhibit No. 34, a copy of the Minutes of 
No. 3 Standing Committee—Safety, Etc., Plan of 
Employees’ Representation at the Cambria Plant of Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Company, April 22, 1937, here omitted, is iden¬ 
tical to Board Exhibit No. 9 which appears at pages 16581 
and 16582.” 

16641 Board Ex. No. 35. 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the 
Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company 

Minutes of No. 4 Standing Committee Meeting—Transpor¬ 
tation, Etc. 

April 23rd, 1937. 

Meeting called to order at 3:00 P. M., by Clare H. Wil¬ 
liams, Chairman of the General Body. 

Roll Call: 

Present: 

James F. Custer 
Julius Kish 
Charles A. Pavlosky 
Stephen J. Sakmar 
Harry C. Vann 

Election of Officers: Mr. Williams called for nominations 
for the office of secretary. Representative Custer was 
nominated. There being no other nominations Mr. Custer 
was declared elected. Secretary Custer called for nomina- 
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tions for Chairman. Representative .Kish was nominated. 
There being no further nominations Mr. Kish was declared 
elected. 

Unfinished Business: There was no unfinished business. 

New Business and General Discussion: The Chairman 
stated that the committee should approve the meeting dates 
for the year. A motion was duly made and carried that 
the following dates be approved—April 23rd, June 24th, 
August 26th, October 22nd, December 23rd and February 
21st. 

The members of the committee discussed items of gen¬ 
eral interest, following which R. E. Hough, Assistant Gen¬ 
eral Manager, was invited to attend the meeting, due to 
the absence of Mr. S. D. Evans and Mr. E. L. Roberts. 
Mr. Hough was called upon by the Chairman for remarks. 
He discussed a number of items regarding the Plant, in¬ 
cluding operations and installation of new processes. 

The question of the sale of houses to employees was 
raised and Mr. Hough advised any person interested in 
purchasing properties to contact the Real Estate Depart¬ 
ment. 

Representative Sakmar suggested that a committee 
should be appointed to meet with the street car officials, 
regarding a reduction in street car fares. 

Adjournment: There being no further business to come 
before the committee, upon motion duly made and carried 
meeting adjourned at 5:30 P. M., to meet again at 2:00 
P. M., June 24th, 1937. 

JULIUS KISH, 

Chairman . 

JAMES F. CUSTER, 
Secretary . 
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16642 Board Ex. No. 36. 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the 
Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company 

Minutes of No. 5 Standing Committee Meeting 

April 27th, 1937. 

Meeting called to order at 3:00 P. M., by Clare H. 'Wil¬ 
liams, Chairman of the General Body. 

Roll Call: 

Present: 

Preston M. Chase 
Russell C. Horning 
Kenneth C. James 
Clare H. Williams 
Lawrence C. Wright 

Election of Officers: Mr. Williams called for nominations 
for the office of secretary. Representative James was nom¬ 
inated. There being no further nominations Mr. James 
was declared elected. Secretary James called for nomina¬ 
tions for Chairman. Representative Wright was nomi¬ 
nated. There being no other nominees Mr. Wright was de¬ 
clared elected. 

Unfinished Business: There was no unfinished business. 

New Business and General Discussion: The Chairman 
stated that the Committee should approve the meeting dates 
for the year. Upon motion duly made and carried the fol¬ 
lowing dates were approved—April 26th, June 25th, Au¬ 
gust 27th, October 25th, December 27th and February 23rd. 

The Chairman discussed the question of the restoration 
of the 15% reduction in pensions. This matter was held 
up until later in the meeting. 

The members of the committee discussed a number of 
matters concerning the Plant, including that of Flood Con¬ 
trol. 

There being no further business to come before the com¬ 
mittee, S. D. Evans, Management’s Special Representa¬ 
tive, was invited to attend the meeting and was called upon 
by the Chairman for remarks. Mr. Evans was informed 
regarding the question raised by Representative Wright, 
regarding pensions. Mr. Evans stated that no action had 
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been taken by the Company in restoring the 15% reduction 
in pension payments, due primarily to the fact that the 
whole future of the Pension Plan was now under consider¬ 
ation on account of the Social Security Act being in effect. 
He pointed out that at the Cambria Plant the amount of 
taxes being paid by the Company under the Social Security 
Act considerably exceeded the amount now being paid for 
pensions and that the Company was required at the pres¬ 
ent time to pay three times the amount being deducted 
from the employees’ wages. Mr. Evans stated that No. 3 
Committee had approved four pension applications at their 
regular meeting this week. On April 1st there were 619 
on the pension roll at this Plant. 

Mr. Evans stated that, so far this month, there have been 
fifteen lost time accidents, as compared to 33 for the month 
of March. The Relief Plan for the month of March showed 
a deficit of $10,153. This was largely accounted for 
16643 by the large number of employees who died, there 
being 29 deaths in the Plant, 8 of those being pen¬ 
sioners. During the month 124 relief cases were closed, 
•while 97 cases were started. There were 181 open cases 
on April 1st. 

Mr. Evans also discussed the rate of operations in the 
Plant. 

The Chairman inquired regarding the 40 hour work week. 
Mr. Evans stated that for the present at least operations 
will be maintained on the 48 hour -week schedule. It is not 
the intention to increase forces in order to put the 40 hour 
week in effect. The only places where men are working 
40 hours per week is in units where operations are low. 

Adjournment: There being no further business to come 
before the committee, meeting adjourned at 4:45 P. M., to 
meet again at 2:00 P. M., June 25th, 1937. 

LAWRENCE C. WRIGHT, 
Chairman. 

KENNETH C. JAMES, 
Secretary. 
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16644 Board Ex. No. 37 

Plan of Employees’ Representation at the 
Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel Company 

Minutes of Special Meeting of No. 1 Standing Committee 

—Rules, Etc. 

April 27th, 1937. 

Meeting called to order at 1:00 P. M., by Chairman, 
Charles E. Davis. 

Roll Call: 

Present: 

Charles E. Davis 

Percy B. Grumbling 

Charles H. White 

Fred A. Wirtz 

Donald E. Leber—Alt. 

Absent: 

George B. Sharpe 

New Business and General Discussion: The Chairman 
stated that this meeting had been called at the request of 
Representative Williams, Chairman of the General Body, 
who was present at the meeting. The Chairman called on 
Mr. Williams to state the purpose of the meeting. Mr. 
Williams stated that since the decision of the Supreme 
Court declaring the National Labor Relations Act consti¬ 
tutional, a number of the representatives and employees 
had approached him concerning the status of the Plan of 
Representation in effect at this Plant. As a result of those 
inquiries Mr. Williams stated that he had written a letter 
to S. D. Evans, Management’s Special Representative, in¬ 
quiring us to what was the decision of the Supreme Court, 
how it affected the Plan of Representation and what 
changes in his opinion were necessary to make the Plan 
conform with the National Labor Relations Act. 

Mr. Williams stated that he had received a reply from 
Mr. Evans, which he read to the committee. In this letter 
Mr. Evans stated that with the amendment of two para¬ 
graphs of the Plan it was his opinion supported by the 
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opinion of Counsel that the Plan would conform to the re¬ 
quirements of the National Labor Relations Act. The par¬ 
agraphs referred to were paragraphs 7 and 11 of Section 
VII. 

Following the reading of the letter the members of the 
committee discussed at considerable length the proper 
method of changing the paragraphs referred to. On ac¬ 
count of the difficulty in properly wording the revised par¬ 
agraphs it was suggested that S. D. Evans, Management’s 
Special Representative, be invited to attend the meeting in 
order that he might assist in the proper wording for the 
purpose of submitting the amendments to the General 
Body. Mr. Evans was invited to attend the meeting and 
discussed the matter with the committee, as requested. 
Mr. Evans was then excused from the meeting and the 
members of the committee proceeded to set up the pro¬ 
posed amendments to the Plan to be submitted at the next 
regular meeting of the General Body to be held April 28th. 
After some discussion it was agreed that the following 
amendments be recommended to the General Body. 

Section VII, Paragraph 3—“Regular meetings of the 
General Body, of Committees and of Joint Committees 
shall be convened between the hours of one and three in 
the afternoon.” 

16645 Section VII, Paragraph 7—“To the extent per¬ 
mitted by law. Employees’ Representatives shall be 
entitled to receive from the Company for time necessarily 
occupied through actual attendance at regular or special 
meetings or conferences hold pursuant to the Plan payment 
commensurate with their respective average earnings.” 

Section VII, Paragraph 11—“The Committee on Rules 
shall arrange a suitable place or places at which meet¬ 
ings of the General Body and of the several Committees 
may be held and the Joint Committee on Rules shall ar¬ 
range a suitable place or places at which meetings of the 
several Joint Committees may be held, and to the extent 
permitted by law the Company shall defray such expenses 
as are necessarily incident to the discharge of duties under 
the Plan, subject to the approval of a majority of the en¬ 
tire membership of the Committee on Rules and the Man¬ 
agement’s Special Representative.” 
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A motion was made by Representative Wirtz, seconded 
by Representative White, that the proposed amendments 
to the Plan be submitted by the Chairman of this Commit¬ 
tee at the next General Body Meeting. Motion adopted. 

Adjournment: There being no further business to 
come before the committee, upon motion duly made and car¬ 
ried, meeting adjourned at 3:30 P. M. 

CHARLES E. DAVIS, Chairman. 

PERCY B. GRUMBLING, Secretary. 

16646 “Board Exhibit No. 38, Minutes of the Meeting of 
the General Body under the Plan of Employees’ 
Representation at the Cambria Plant of Bethlehem Steel 
Company on April 28, 1937, here omitted, which Exhibit is 
headed ‘Meeting of General Labor’ and is dated, ‘April 
28, 1937,’ is identical to Board Exhibit No. 13 which ap¬ 
pears at pages 16587 to 16590, inclusive.” 

16650 Board Ex. No. 39 


James F. Custer 
Employees’ Representative 
Blough’s Office—F. 0. H. 

Personal 

16652 Board Ex. No. 40 for Identification. 
No. 4 Joint Committee. 


16653 Minutes of #4 Joint Committee Held May 21st, 


1937 
Roll Call: 

Employee’s Rep— 

Custer 

Kish 

Pavlosky 

Sakmar 

Vann 


Management’s Rep 

Bennett 

Harrison 

Schwartz 

Scott 

Ward 


Meeting called to order at 2 p. m. by acting chair¬ 
man. He called for nominations for the office of Secretary. 
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Mr. Custer being nominated. There being no further 

16654 nomination Mr. Custer was declared elected. 

The secretary then called for nominations for a 
chairman. 

Mr. Schwartz and Mr. Kish, being nominated. Upon 
voted being taken Mr. Schwartz was declared elected. 

The chairman called for unfinished business. There was 
no unfinished business. 

New business and general discussion. 

The chairman submitted the dates of future meetings for 
the approval of the committee upon motion duly made 

16655 and carried the following dates were adopted. May 
21st, July 26th, Sept. 24th, Nov. 22nd and Jan. 25th. 

The chairman explained the duties of this committee. 
The committee discussed at length the question of five 
cent street car fare. No action was taken at this time. 

Mr. Evans Management’s Rep. was invited to attend 
the meeting at this time. 

Mr. Evans spoke about the order, rate, relief and 

16656 pension plans: 

There being no further business to come before 
the committee upon motion by Rep. Vann seconded by Mr. 
Schwartz the meeting adjourned to meet again at 2:00 
P. M., July 26th, 1937. 
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“The Industry has three great obligations: 


“To preserve fair treatment 
for labor; 

“To deal fairly with the 
buying public; 

“To exercise an intelligent 
trusteeship of the funds 
invested in the industry. 


“I put the obligation to labor first , because the 
Industry’s obligations start with labor 

E. G. Grace, President 
American Iron and Steel Institute 



FOREWORD 


W ORKERS in the steel industry represent a high degree 
of skill and intelligence. Most of the managers of the 
industry have worked their way up from the ranks. 

For a long time the industry has been distinguished by 
harmonious relationships and collective cooperation be¬ 
tween employees and employers. 

The results of this relationship were evident during the 
depression, in the share-the-work plans, and in the millions 
of dollars spent for many special forms of employee relief 
by companies which were losing money. Moreover, today, 
wage rates in the steel industry are higher than the average 
level of industrial wage rates in the country. 

For many years the steel industry has been a leader in 
the development of safety methods, and in the improvement 
of working conditions. These efforts have been successful 
largely because of the spirit of cooperation between workers 
and management. 

The objective of this booklet is to set forth some of the 
salient facts regarding the principle and practice of collec¬ 
tive cooperation. To that ideal, this booklet is dedicated. 


American Iron and Steel Institute 
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BENEFITS OF COOPERATION 


T HE primary objects of capital, management and labor 
in industry are identical. Each group seeks to get out of 
industry a suitable return for what it puts into industry. 

Labor seeks a wage. Management seeks a salary. Capital 
seeks a return on its investment. 

Each of the three groups is dependent upon increased 
output and increased efficiency for possible increases in its 
share of the income from the sale of the goods produced. 

When orders are ample, prices fair and the mills are 
busy, there is likely to be an adequate return to everybody. 
But no industry can thrive when there is no business. To 
pay wages on the American scale, to provide decent hours 
and working conditions, an industry must enjoy a profitable 
market and true cooperation between employer and worker. 

The continued existence of an industry is dependent upon 
such cooperation. Without it there can be only failure for 
capital and unemployment for management and labor. 

In the steel industry such a fortunate relationship has, 
on the whole, existed over a long period. Even during the 
years of depression both the workers and management in 
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the steel industry have preferred cooperation to friction, 
and friendship to hostility, which, after all, is the American 
method of industrial relations. In a country and in an in¬ 
dustry where workingmen may move into management, a 
classless society develops which recognizes equality of eco¬ 
nomic opportunity. In the steel industry there always has 
been, and there is now, opportunity for capable men to 
rise to the top. 

Before the cost of organizing and equipping the larger 
industrial units involved such huge outlays of capital, the 
proprietor of an enterprise worked alongside his employees 
and an intimate social as well as economic relationship 
existed. In the larger enterprise, such intimate personal 
relations now have become more difficult. Nevertheless, 
after a period of transition, the steel industry can point to 
the fact that management and labor have worked coopera¬ 
tively to restore the advantages of direct personal contact 
while preserving the advantages of the large scale operations 
inevitable in our civilization. 

In every period of serious economic distress, men appear 
who utilize such a time to stimulate strife, to attack the mo¬ 
tives of every constructive act by industrialists, to agitate 
for the hasty repudiation of an economic system which has 
been slowly evolved by study and experience. 

Such men appeal to workers to reject the known and try 
the unknown. They suggest a perfection which has been 
the aspiration of mankind for centuries without indicating 
realistically how such perfection can be attained. 

Fortunately, for the United States, labor, as well as man¬ 
agement, has sought the slower but inevitably surer process 
of collective cooperation. And it is this process which has 
played so important a role in producing upon the American 
continent the highest standard of living known to man. 
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STEEL IN OUR DAILY LIFE 


T HE iron and steel industry has been an important factor 
in the development of American standards of living. 
It is the use of these metals united into innumerable com¬ 
binations which has made available to the average man con¬ 
stantly increasing comforts and conveniences of life. 

The thousands of everyday articles characteristic of our 
civilization which have been made available for large num¬ 
bers of people by mass production would have been expensive 
beyond their reach had it not been for the modernization 
and mechanization of the steel industry, and the continued 
improvement in the quality of its products. 

Steel has defeated time and distance. Steel forms the 
frame of our mighty and beautiful buildings, the skyscrapers 
and the factories, the massive public offices, the railroads 
and the subways. 

Steel has made it possible to erect upon this continent a 
new and sturdy civilization, which has freed man from 
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EVERYBODY USES STEEL 
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the back-breaking, soul-consuming toil that characterized 
the life of his ancestors. 

But steel is after all only a product of man—of workers, 
of management, of industrialists—of men performing dif¬ 
ferent tasks, each according to his ability, but all cooperat¬ 
ing to improve and make more valuable this commodity. 

The distinctive characteristic of our steel-made civiliza¬ 
tion is that the comforts, conveniences and leisure produced 
by it are shared by all classes of people. This distinguishes 
the American plan of living and presents a startling contrast 
to present-day conditions in many other countries. 

Later generations always forget how things started. A 
child born this year will soon gaze upon the Empire State 
Building in New York and believe that houses of more than 
one hundred stories always existed. The young man of today 
rides in his automobile and does not realize that not so long 
ago men walked miles to their work. The young housewife 
turns on the tap in the kitchen for her running water and 
does not realize that in many parts of the world women still 
go several hundred feet to a well or spring for water. 

It is hard to realize that in this country today the wife of 
a machine operator, for instance, lives in the midst of 
personal conveniences and comforts infinitely better than 
any enjoyed by Queen Elizabeth—and that Napoleon, at 
the height of his empire, never knew swift highway trans¬ 
portation, communication by wire, entertainment by radio 
or the common comforts available to most Americans. 

The mechanization of production and the consequent 
increased use of steel has constantly raised the standard of 
living of the people of this country. The savings re¬ 
sulting from mechanization of the steel industry have been 
passed on to steel consumers in the form of lower priced 
and better products. 


11 


For instance, the average price of sheet steel, which 
is used in automobile bodies, refrigerators and stoves, 
dropped 46 per cent from 1923 to 1935, from $100.15 per 
ton to $54.11. These savings have not been at the expense of 
labor, because despite declining prices, wages have risen 
over the period. To the buyer of sheet steel, however, these 
savings have resulted in an increase of 85 per cent in the 
purchasing power of each dollar he spends for steel sheets. 

Thus it is not the wisdom of sages nor the sayings of phi¬ 
losophers which have made life in America so superior— 
materially, at least—to life in Europe or Asia or Africa. It 
was the hard work and inventiveness of those who produce 
goods of iron and steel. Our civilization in reducing the 
physical labor of man has given to every man a greater 
leisure and an increased freedom. 
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YARDSTICKS OF PROGRESS 


T WO yardsticks may be used to measure standards of liv¬ 
ing in any country, no matter what is the form of govern¬ 
ment or the economic system. These yardsticks can defi¬ 
nitely be used to discover the value of the return which the 
worker receives for his labor. 

One yardstick is the per capita amount of consumption 
goods used by each economic bracket of society. In a word, 
how many things does a worker have? How much cloth¬ 
ing? How much food? How many articles of furniture? 
Does he have a refrigerator, a radio, or an automobile? 
What does he get, measured in terms of things, for the work 
which he does? 

The other yardstick is the amount of leisure. How many 
hours of the worker’s daily life are spent in working for 
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_ ZoUl 

_ 66 _ 1216 _ 5036 

Persons per Car Persons per Car Persons per Car 


his livelihood? How much time remains for the pleasures 
of recreation, the pursuit of cultural occupations, or for 
simple relaxation? 

The advance in civilization is not to be measured by 
the ease with which socially-minded men paint word-pic¬ 
tures of potential Paradises, but by the actual opportuni¬ 
ties that men enjoy to improve their social and economic 
conditions. Surely, the worker who, earning a fair wage, 
enjoys a minimum of sixteen hours of leisure a day is 
better off than a man who has to work twelve and more 
hours a day for a mere subsistence. 

It is interesting in this connection to make an interna¬ 
tional comparison. 

Take, for instance, automobiles. In most countries, they 
are still luxuries. In the United States, workers use them 
as personally-owned vehicles for transportation to and from 
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their places of employment The following figures, emphasiz¬ 
ing the use of automobiles in 1935 in steel-producing coun¬ 
tries, tell their own story of the use of consumption goods: 


Country 

Passenger 

Cars 

Population 

Number of 
Persons 
Per Car 

United States 

21,430,503 

127,157,000 

5.7 

England 

1,207,574 

37,354,917 

31 

Germany 

755,000 

65,306,130 

86 

Sweden 

102,145 

6,211,566 

61 

Japan 

53,012 

64,450,005 

1216 

Russia 

33,500 

168,700,000 

5036 


According to a report of the National Industrial Confer¬ 
ence Board, entitled “Machinery, Employment and Pur¬ 
chasing Power,” the average hours of work in American 
industry between the years 1899 and 1929 decreased by 
14.8 per cent. 

During the same period the average amount of money 
received by wage earners as a whole for one hour of work 
increased by 226 per cent, while the average amount re¬ 
ceived by wage earners, exclusive of agricultural workers, 
increased by 233 per cent. 

During the same period the retail prices of a representa¬ 
tive group of goods and services bought by wage earners, as 
measured by an index of the cost of living, increased 122 
per cent. When we balance the increased wages stated above 
with the cost of living factor we find an improvement in the 
purchasing power of an hour’s work of 47 per cent for wage 
earners as a whole, and 48 per cent for non-agricultural 
workers. 

“In spite of enormous unemployment and unusually 
low level of business activity,” says the report, “the out¬ 
put of the productive system of 1934 provided the total 
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population, the employed and unemployed, a higher 
standard of living than was available out of the national 
production in the relatively prosperous year of 1899.” 

Any comparative study of the standards of living in vari¬ 
ous countries leads then to the conclusions: that the Ameri¬ 
can standard of living is the highest of any nation in every 
social and economic bracket of society; that the American 
worker is the most highly paid for the fewest hours of work; 
that the American worker gets the most in things that he 
wants for the work he does. 

The steel industry in developing its manufacturing pro¬ 
cesses and plants and by enlightened cooperation between 
workers and management has contributed at least its full 
share to the rise of the American standard of living. 
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BUSINESS ON A BIG SCALE 


T HE steel industry was the first of American means of 
production to develop modern large scale organizations. 
Most of the men who founded these industries were work¬ 
ers, laborers who stood at the forge, or later, when the pro¬ 
cess became more complicated, handled the terrific “blow” 
of the Bessemer converter. 

In an earlier period of American history it was possible 
for the village forge to do the little jobs that were necessary 
for the few farmers and the small manufacturers of the 
simple world of those days. 

We now live in an altogether different era. A steel plant 
must be prepared to make the raw material for building 
skyscrapers and ocean liners. It must roll the sheets for 
millions of automobiles. It must cut steel for nail files and 
for bank vaults. There are a thousand and one complicated 
uses of steel. To produce them economically and profit¬ 
ably and to keep men at work constantly, most steel plants 
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try to diversify their products in order to meet competition 
and to satisfy their customers. 

Steel making requires iron ore, coal and limestone in 
huge quantities. That involves the ownership of immense 
ore and coal properties and large tracts of land for the 
location of furnaces and mills. Steel then is inherently a 
large scale enterprise. The huge amounts involved in 
the initial cost of a plant are evident from the following 
figures: a modern blast furnace costs approximately 
$3,500,000; an open-hearth furnace with appurtenances 
$500,000 and a new continuous mill for rolling strip 
sheets approximately $15,000,000. 

To maintain units of production, large capital outlays are 
necessary. The total investment in the steel industry 
amounts to $5,000,000,000. Almost 460,000 are employed 
in the industry and the present monthly payroll is nearly 
$55,000,000. Of the total number of employees in the indus¬ 
try almost 414,000 are wage earners, and the wage payroll is 
about $45,000,000 a month. 

Few realize how large is the cost of providing an em¬ 
ployee with a place to work, tools for his job, and the raw 
materials which enter into the product on which he works. 
As soon as a worker enters upon his task, the steel company 
by which he is employed has already expended more than 
$11,500, an amount which does not include wages. 

This sum of money, when it is multiplied by the number 
of employees, represents the total investment in the steel 
industry. The purpose of discussing it here is to indicate 
why a unit of steel production in the modern industrial 
world is inevitably large. 

The manufacture of steel requires such a concentration 
of heavy, complicated machinery and such a large invest¬ 
ment in raw material properties and equipment and in 
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$11,500 Required to Establish 
Average Job in Steel Industry— 


manufacturing lands, buildings and machinery that for 
each employee of the industry an average of $8,990 is re¬ 
quired for the necessary real estate, buildings, machinery 
and other equipment. 

An ample supply of raw, semi-finished and finished iron 
and steel products must be constantly maintained, which 
requires a further investment of $1,580 per employee. 

The average job also requires that a large amount of 
ready cash be available in order that a steady flow of raw 
and other purchased materials may he maintained; that 
operations may continue between the time finished prod¬ 
ucts are shipped to customers and the time payments are 
received; that payrolls, taxes, freight and interest charges, 
operating expenses, etc., may be made promptly and that 
repairs and replacements of machinery and equipment may 
be made when required. 
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DUMPING THE SLAG 







All of these items represent a total investment in the steel 
industry of nearly §5,000,000,000 or an average of approxi¬ 
mately §11,500 per employee. 

At the beginning of the present century the steel indus¬ 
try had an annual productive capacity of 21,000,000 tons 
of steel ingots. Today the industry is equipped to turn out 
70,000,000 tons of ingots annually. 

The increase in steel making capacity has been more than 
233 per cent over a period when the growth in population 
has been less than 70 per cent. The increased consumption 
of steel compared with a few decades ago reflects the con¬ 
stantly new uses to which steel is put as well as the new types 
of steel products which are brought into existence in the 
laboratories of the various companies. This increasing and 
varied use of steel has raised the total amount of steel in 
use in this country to the phenomenal figure of 954,000,000 
tons at the end of 1935, or approximately 16,800 pounds 
per person as compared with about 2,600 pounds in 1900. 

It is impossible to operate an industry of such dimensions 
on a small scale. 

There are men, these days, who hark back to the old forge 
and hammer era when enterprises were small and when 
men could set up a shop with a few thousand dollars. There 
are men who believe that we should try to go back to those 
days. We might as well try to go back to wooden bridges and 
dirt roads and sod huts. The world we live in has changed 
and inevitably the character of industry has changed. 

These changes, so far as the worker is concerned, have 
all served to his advantage. In the old days, of small enter¬ 
prises, men worked twelve and fourteen hours a day, in 
unsanitary plants, for less than a dollar a day. 

Labor from dawn to dusk was essential to the profitable 
operation of small industry. It is only when production is 
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on so large a scale, and efficient, modern machinery is em¬ 
ployed, that hours can be reduced, while at the same time 
the volume of business provides fair returns for the worker, 
for management and for the investor. 

Large scale operations demand efficiency in organization 
and personnel. The employee’s working hours are reduced; 
his wages are increased and working conditions are im¬ 
proved. 

Efficiency requires that within the mill, working condi¬ 
tions must be safe and satisfactory. With regard to safety 
devices alone, it has been the policy of every unit of the 
steel industry, as will be shown later, not only to protect 
the worker, but also to educate him to expect and demand 
that every reasonable precaution be taken to protect him 
from pain and injury. 

This has been the history of American industry during 
the twentieth century. Those who would return to eighteenth 
century methods of production fail to realize that twen¬ 
tieth century hours, wages and working conditions exist in 
every unit of the American steel industry. Management and 
labor cooperate to maintain and improve these standards. 
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I N spite of the fact that each unit of the steel industry 
is essentially and inevitably large, competition among 
the different companies has always been keen. No one com¬ 
pany has ever established a monopoly in this industry, and 
during the period of “trust busting”, no steel company was 
dissolved by the courts for monopolistic practices. 

At no period has the steel industry witnessed more com¬ 
petitive activity than at the present time. The increased use 
of steel and steel products has provided opportunities for 
new units in the industry. 

Intelligent competition is not only the spice of trade but 
it is of tremendous advantage to the worker. It means that 
the various companies engaged in this industry are keen 
and active and on the sharp lookout for competent men. 
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It means that more workers will have opportunities to rise 
to the top. It means that good work and inventiveness and 
ingenuity will be rewarded more rapidly. A keen, active, 
competitive industry must encourage men to strive to reach 
supervisory and managerial positions. 

Take any list of presidents of steel companies. Take any 
list of plant managers or industrial relations executives. 
Take almost any list of the big men in this industry. Most 
of them come out of the ranks of the workers; many of them 
are self-trained, although some had college education. Most 
of them have been forced to the top by competition. Most of 
them can remember when they w T ere on the factory payroll. 

The American Iron and Steel Institute recently made a 
survey of the top executives of the steel industry in order 
to obtain definite information on this subject. It showed 
that 128 out of 176 executives, almost three out of four, 
started their business careers in the operating departments 
of the mills, and came up from the ranks. Only 13 out of 
the 176 entered the steel industry in an executive capacity. 

For example, Andrew Carnegie began as a bobbin boy in 
a cotton mill. 

Judge Gary was a poor farmer’s son who worked his way 
up to be chairman of United States Steel Corporation. 

Charles M. Schwab, who entered the steel business as a 
stake driver for an engineering corps, is chairman of Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Corporation. 

William A. Irvin, president of United States Steel Cor¬ 
poration, began as a shipping clerk. 

E. G. Grace started as a crane operator and is now presi¬ 
dent of Bethlehem Steel Corporation. 

Tom Girdler, head of Republic Steel Corporation, was a 
mill hand. 

E. T. Weir, chairman of National Steel Corporation, 
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began his career in the business world as an office boy. 

Frank Purnell, now president of The Youngstown Sheet 
and Tube Company, began his career as a messenger. 

From a packer in a cut nail factory, Alexander Glass 
rose to be chairman of Wheeling Steel Corporation. 

The first job of Charles R. Hook, the president of The 
American Rolling Mill Company, was as an office boy. 

S. E. Hackett, who is president of Jones & Laughlin 
Steel Corporation, began as a clerk. 

J. C. Williams, now president of Weirton Steel Com¬ 
pany, started as a laborer in the cold rolling department 
of a tin mill in Wales. 

The chairman of The Youngstown Sheet and Tube Com¬ 
pany, H. G. Dalton, began his career as a clerk. 

E. R. Crawford, president of McKeesport Tin Plate 
Company, started as an office boy. 

B. F. Fairless, president of Carnegie-Illinois Steel Corpo¬ 
ration, was a chainman in a surveying gang. 

F. B. Hufnagel, president of Crucible Steel Company of 
America, started as an engineer. 

Arthur H. Young, vice-president in charge of industrial 
relations of the United States Steel Corporation, when a 
boy worked as a lever man and later as a laborer in the 
Joliet plant of Illinois Steel Company. 

Thomas R. Akin, president of Laclede Steel Company, 
is another of the many executives who started as a laborer. 

Henry A. Roemer, president of Sharon Steel Corporation 
and Pittsburgh Steel Company was a blast furnace laborer. 

Once an inspector in the mills, D. A. Williams is now 
president of Continental Steel Corporation. 

If space permitted, it would be possible to cite hundreds 
of similar examples, all showing that the steel industry de¬ 
velops its leaders from the ranks of the workers. 
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ELECTING REPRESENTATIVES 

Steel employees choose their represen¬ 
tatives for collective bargaining in 
orderly, business-like elections. 
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COLLECTIVE BARGAINING 


M EN who have risen from the factory and mill, in con¬ 
sidering such matters as wages, hours and working 
conditions, understand the worker’s needs and judge sym¬ 
pathetically from practical experience and personal knowl¬ 
edge, the problems that arise between the worker and 
management. Large industries are often criticized for a 
tendency in the direction of absentee control, but these 
executives, who once were wage earners themselves, can 
readily grasp both sides of a question, because they have 
experienced both sides. 

These men now have heavy responsibilities in finance, 
sales and other executive branches of their companies, but 
their early associations bind them to the men with a deep 
friendship and sympathy. They want to keep in touch. 
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Steel Employment Trend is Rising 


They know too from their own knowledge that men in 
the mills like to deal directly with management. They be¬ 
lieve that industrial relations should be on a man-to-man 
basis, with all the facts on the table. 

In the old days when plants were small and employees 
few, the problem of direct contact between management 
and workers was a simple one. But today the size of an 
enterprise complicates this relationship. Many steel com¬ 
panies require thousands of men to operate the plants, 
and whereas the census of 1879 showed that less than 141,- 
000 wage earners were employed in the manufacture of iron 
and steel, the industry today employs 414,000 wage earn¬ 
ers—only 1.3 per cent less than were employed in 1929.Total 
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employment in the industry, including salaried as well as 
wage-earning employees, is about 460,000, according to 
the latest available figures. 

The trend of steel employment has been sharply upward, 
as the accompanying chart shows, and there is absolutely no 
indication that the substitution of mechanical equipment 
for back-breaking human effort has created the great 
amount of technological unemployment which some critics 
of industry are inclined to attribute to mechanization. In¬ 
stead of machines replacing men in the manufacture of 
steel, machines have, on the contrary, created additional 
employment by permitting a greater output to be sold at 
lower cost in ever wider markets. 

Obviously it is impossible for the chief executives to meet 
and talk to each one of the hundreds of thousands of wage 
earners in person. The problem has been solved in the steel 
industry, as in many other industries, by the employee 
representation plans adopted by employees. These plans 
present a method of preserving the contact between workers 
and management. 

Employee representation plans now in effect throughout 
industry are not new. For thirty years, there have been 
organizations of workers within the industry, the officers of 
which are elected by the men by democratic methods for 
the purpose of collective cooperation. The first of these in 
the steel industry was organized in 1904 in The American 
Rolling Mill Company, and by 1918 employee representa¬ 
tion plans were operating in the plants of Bethlehem Steel 
Corporation, Youngstown Sheet and Tube Company and 
Colorado Fuel and Iron Company. 

The employee representation plans in the steel industry 
operate successfully in the interest of both employer and 
employee. 
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The wage earner desires continuous work at good wages, 
reasonable hours, fair and considerate treatment, a safe 
and healthful place to work, and a chance to rise on merit. 

The employer seeks increasing and profitable business, 
and in so far as possible he supports the workers’ ambitions 
for increased purchasing power and a higher standard of 
living upon which progress in industry depends. 

OBJECTIVES DO NOT CONFLICT 

There is no conflict between these objectives. There can 
be no class war over them. There can arise no misunder¬ 
standing which two groups of men having a single objec¬ 
tive in view cannot settle by conference. If prosperity ex¬ 
ists in the industry, labor gets a fair share of the earnings 
in the form of wages, management in the form of salaries, 
and capital gets a fair share in the form of profits. When 
the industry faces hard times, the employee representation 
plan forms a bond between management and labor so that 
they can understand and help each other. 

Employee representation plans have proved to be so 
successful in the plants which experimented with this form 
of collective action that it was only natural that workers 
in many other plants should turn to them to preserve the 
principle of direct dealing between labor and management. 
They restored in many instances the tradition of the old 
forge, of personal relations between the worker and the 
employer, which had been lost to only too great a degree 
in the development of huge units of industry. 

Employee representation plans are now in effect through¬ 
out the industry. A typical plan provides for an annual 
election by employees of a company of a definite number 
of representatives who will represent the employees in deal¬ 
ings with the management. 
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These representatives take up not only such basic ques¬ 
tions as wages, hours and working conditions, but also em¬ 
ployee problems relating to safety, sanitation, health, trans¬ 
portation, improvements in shop practice, cost reduction, 
quality of production, service to customers, education, 
recreation, athletics and housing. 

In the steel industry an employee may belong to any 
type of labor organization he chooses—there is no dis¬ 
crimination against him for his choice. The principle that 
the worker alone can decide what organization, if any, he 
wants to join is one of the fundamentals of the plan. 

Throughout the steel industry the great majority of em¬ 
ployees have continued to participate in employee rep¬ 
resentation plans and have consistently presented their 
problems to the management through the medium of their 
chosen representatives from within the plant. Their aim 
is to achieve collective cooperation, and such plans appar¬ 
ently seem to them to be the best means toward that end. 

89% OF EMPLOYEES PARTICIPATE 

The American Iron and Steel Institute some months 
ago made a survey of the operation of Employee Repre¬ 
sentation Plans covering the employees of 101 companies 
which employ more than 90 per cent of the total number on 
steel company payrolls. This survey showed that 89 per 
cent of the employees in the operating divisions were par¬ 
ticipating in, and giving active support to, the representa¬ 
tion plans in effect there. 

The survey showed a total of some 15,600 questions aris¬ 
ing under representation plans which were settled in an 
orderly, judicial manner. Of that number, nearly 73 per 
cent of the decisions were in favor of employees, while 
only 16.4 per cent were against them. There were compro- 
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There are those who criticize employee representation 
because it costs the worker nothing to choose his repre¬ 
sentative. He has no dues to pay, no initiation fees, no 
special funds to contribute to—no constant tax and levy 
on his pay envelope. Yet, the question arises, why should 
the simple process of selecting men to negotiate with man¬ 
agement for the settlement of grievances and the improve¬ 
ment of conditions cost anything? Surely, any company 
can afford to print ballots and to set aside floor space 
within which its workers may conduct their elections. 

After all, the only question that need be asked about a 
plan is whether it works beneficially to the parties con¬ 
cerned. Employee representation works advantageously 
for both the employee and the employer, because it serves 
to settle promptly and fairly problems which arise between 
labor and management in the ordinary day’s work—such 
questions as wages, hours, seniority, etc. 

Other methods of collective bargaining have been sug¬ 
gested, but every other plan includes representation by 
someone outside the plant and often even unrelated to the 
industry. The degree of opposition by workers in the steel 
industry to interference by outsiders is best indicated by 
the fact that no outside organization has succeeded in de¬ 
veloping a large membership among steel workers. At the 
annual convention of the American Federation of Labor at 
Atlantic City in November, 1935, it was officially reported 
that the Amalgamated Association of Iron, Steel and Tin 
Workers had a paid-up membership of only 8,600, equiva¬ 
lent to only about two per cent of the total number of 
employees in the steel industry. 

In any discussion of collective bargaining or collective 
cooperation, as some prefer to use the term, it is impor¬ 
tant to give full consideration to the wishes of the workers. 
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When 90 per cent of the workers prefer an employee rep¬ 
resentation system which provides for the democratic 
selection of workers’ representatives by the men in the 
mills, then it must be recognized that they choose this 
method rather than representation by an organization 
which represents at best only 2 per cent of the workers 
scattered over the entire industry. 

The employee representation plan then justifies itself 
further by the fact that annually it is possible to know, 
as the result of an election, whether the employees are satis¬ 
fied with the men who currently represent them or whether 
they desire to choose others. The wish of the worker is thus 
conclusively stated and management can act accordingly. 

The charge that is often made by opponents of em¬ 
ployee representation plans, that the employer influences 
the workers in their choice of employee representatives, 
is an affront to the intelligence of the steel worker. He re¬ 
fuses to be controlled in his attitude upon this question 
so vital to him. He is guided by what he knows to be his 
best interests, and if he indicates that his interests are best 
served by peaceful negotiation and collective cooperation, 
who is to say that his mark of confidence in and friendship 
for his employer is wrong? 
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STEEL WAGES AND HOURS 


O UT of the practical application of the principles of 
cooperation, from which all employee representation 
plans have sprung, have come the favorable conditions as 
to hours, wage rates and working conditions now prevail¬ 
ing in the steel industry. 

The story is one of constantly increasing levels as the 
steel industry expanded and became more efficient. As steel 
contributed increasingly to the advance of the American 
standards of living, it was only natural that the men who 
made steel should benefit accordingly. 

In 1895, men in the steel mills worked 12 hours a day. 
Often the work was divided into a long shift of 13 hours 
and a short shift of 11 hours. Inheriting the twelve hour 
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day the trend has been a steadily rising one, with the hourly 
rate now standing at 65.6 cents an hour, an increase since 
1895 of about 212 per cent. By comparison the cost of living 
has risen only 82 per cent between 1895 and 1936. 

The current average hourly rate for all wage earners rep¬ 
resents an advance of about 38 per cent over the level pre¬ 
vailing in the summer of 1933. For most of the important 
steel producing districts in 1936 the hourly rate is from 6 
to 7 per cent above the rate paid in 1929. 

It is interesting to note that 93 per cent of the wage 
earners in the steel industry are skilled or semi-skilled work¬ 
men and receive wages higher than the workers who are 
classified on the payrolls as common labor. 

In 1934, although the steel industry showed aggregate 
losses of 25 million dollars for the year, the steel compa¬ 
nies added a total of 100 million dollars to their payrolls 
in higher wages and increased employment. 

A bulletin issued by the United States Department of 
Commerce in 1935 shows that wages in the steel industry 
declined less than the aggregate value of steel products 
actually sold. “This is a picture that the iron and steel 
industry has a right to be proud of,” the bulletin of the 
department says. 

Out of every dollar received from the sale of its products, 
the steel industry disburses 41 cents to its employees in the 
form of payrolls, as revealed by a recent study of the ex¬ 
penses in 1935 of steel companies representing 85 per cent 
of the industry’s capacity. Dividends on the invested savings 
of stockholders, however, amounted to only 1 *4 cents out of 
each dollar. 

Taxes are an important item of expense, taking 4*4 cents 
out of the gross sales dollar. In this connection it is inter¬ 
esting to consider that the 1935 taxes of the steel industry, 
amounting to §73,000,000, represented a full year’s wages 
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for 57,360 employees at the wages and hours of work pre¬ 
vailing last year. 

Cost of materials, interest payments, depreciation charges 
and other expenses amounted to more than 51 cents out of 
each gross sales dollar in 1935, which left less than two 
cents. That amount out of each sales dollar was added to the 
surplus funds of the industry, and was the first addition to 
surplus since 1930. From 1931 through 1934 the expenses 
of the industry were larger than its income, and in each year 
the surplus funds had to be tapped in order to make up the 
difference. 

In spite of the industry’s losses during the depression, 
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wage rates in the steel industry held well above the average 
for all industries. This continues to be true, according to 
the monthly wage reports compiled by the National Indus¬ 
trial Conference Board. 

In March 1936, the hourly wage rate of the steel in¬ 
dustry averaged 65.6 cents an hour and stood 8 per cent 
above the average for all other industries in the country. 
The average weekly pay envelope for that month of $24.40 
was over 5 per cent more than the average pay envelope 
received by workers in all other industries. 

It is interesting to compare the rise in wages with the 
amount of profits earned in the steel industry over recent 
years. In the eleven years from 1925 through 1935 the steel 
industry showed a return of only 3.35 per cent on its total 
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Hourly Waqes Earned by American 
Steel Employees are 120 to 650% 
Above Foreiqn Waqe Rates 


capitalization. For the years of 1931-1932-1933-1934 the 
steel producers lost an aggregate of §285,000,000 after pay¬ 
ment of all charges, but before dividends. 

During the worst years of the depression, most of the 
companies in the steel industry found it necessary to meet 
payrolls and keep the industry going by drawing on re¬ 
serves set aside in more prosperous years. Dividends, dur¬ 
ing this period, were reduced from 8189,000,000 in 1929 
to a minimum of $11,000,000 in 1933, a reduction of 94.3 
per cent. 

During those years, labor’s participation in the industry 
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brought the worker a return whereas the stockholders 
received nothing on their investment in most of the com¬ 
panies. 

The American steel worker’s wage position is not only 
better than that of workers in other industries, but is far 
better than that of steel workers in foreign countries. 
Figures prepared from records of the United States De¬ 
partment of Labor and the League of Nations, using the 
latest available data, show a comparison of the wage rate 
for the American steel worker with that for other coun¬ 
tries under the dates given. 


Country 

Average Hourly 

Wage Earnings 

Year* 

United States 

64.7^ 

1934 

Belgium 

17.<ty 

1933 

Czechoslovakia 

22.7^ 

1934 

France 

20.0^ 

1933 

Germany 

25.9 

1934 

Great Britain 

25.1^ 

1933 

India 

8.6 ^ 

1933 

Italy 

27.6^ 

1933 

Japan 

9.7^ 

1933 

Sweden 

29.0<! 

1932 


* Most recent comparable data available. In 1935 the average hourly wage paid 
to employees of the steel industry of this country was 65.5 cents. 


These figures show that the American steel worker re¬ 
ceives on an average more than twice as much as the steel 
worker in any other country, more than 2^4 times as much 
as the British, more than six times as much as the Japanese 
worker. 
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SAFETY IN STEEL MILLS 


O F equal importance with fair wages and reasonable 
hours is the continuous and successful attention to 
methods for the prevention of accidents. Thirty years ago, 
there was no concerted program for accident prevention, 
and the suffering from accidents and the loss of life was 
increasing. Steel was included among the hazardous indus¬ 
tries, and to the steel industry must be given most of the 
credit for the change that has taken place since then, for it 
was in the steel mills that the idea of “Safety First” origi¬ 
nally found expression. It was the enthusiasm of the steel em¬ 
ployers who initiated and supported the campaign for safety 
that spread this movement over the entire industrial world. 

When and by whom was the industrial safety movement 
started? So far as is known the credit seems to belong to 
the late Thomas Lynch, one-time president of the Frick 
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Coke Company, who, as far back as the late eighties, pro¬ 
nounced the doctrine that “The Safety of Our Men Must 
Be Our First Consideration.” 

It was in 1906 that the management of the United States 
Steel Corporation, determined adequately to consolidate 
and extend the work of preventing accidents and organ¬ 
ized a Committee of Safety to that end. 

The late Elbert H. Gary, then Chairman of the Corpo¬ 
ration pledged on behalf of the directors that no funds 
needed to make the mills as safe as possible would ever 
be stinted, and this policy shortly became general through¬ 
out the industry. 

In 1908, the Association of Iron and Steel Electrical 
Engineers created a safety committee out of which grew the 
Cooperative Safety Congress held at Milwaukee in 1912, 
and from which, in turn, sprang the National Safety Council. 

The compensation and relief plans of the large steel com¬ 
panies formed the basis for subsequent state legislation. It 
was largely through this effort that the worker himself 
came to expect that every reasonable precaution would be 
taken to protect him “from pain and injury, and his family 
from the loss of a wage-earner, to seek safety for himself, 
and to recognize the right of his fellow workmen to it.” 

This safety work was planned not only to provide safety 
appliances and devices, but also to educate the worker to 
protect himself and his comrade. Today the American steel 
mill is as safe a place to work as any industrial establish¬ 
ment. In fact, company after company has prided itself on 
winning safety trophies, which show a prolonged period 
without a single serious accident. 

The idea from the start of this campaign has been to 
reduce accidents and to make work more pleasant by intro¬ 
ducing machinery which would not endanger the lives of 
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HIS EYESIGHT IS STILL PERFECT 

The never-ending campaign for safety 
in the Steel Industry taught this man to 
wear goggles at work. 




the workers. Millions of dollars have been spent in this 
direction, and modern steel companies have properly man¬ 
aged Safety Departments headed by men experienced in 
scientific methods of accident prevention. 

New safety devices are constantly being developed and 
every worker is made familiar with these by a constant 
campaign of education. Devices are employed which not 
only protect the worker from molten metal, from metallic 
dust and from flying chips, but also from human careless¬ 
ness. Warning lights, signs, goggles, protective apparel, 
every possible arrangement is made to prevent injury from 
any cause. 

If 1907, when the “Safety First” campaign was inaugu¬ 
rated, is taken as a base, the accident rate in the steel in¬ 
dustry decreased 78 per cent by 1932, and the accident 
severity rate dropped 68 per cent. 

Reports received by the National Safety Council during 
1935 from 106 steel mills, based on an employment record 
of 422,327,000 man-hours, revealed an accident frequency 
of 8.86 for the steel industry in comparison with 14.02 
for all industries. 

The National Safety Council has been collecting reports 
from its members in the steel industry since 1926. From 
that year until 1935, this selected group of steel companies 
was able to reduce accident frequency 66 per cent and 
severity 25 per cent. 

This intensive effort was a response to humanitarian 
impulses. It was subsequently demonstrated, however, that 
the increased happiness and efficiency of the worker 
brought substantial benefits to both the employee and 
employer. 

Obviously every accident, no matter how unimportant, 
in addition to the suffering and distress of the employee and 
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his family, involves some direct cost to the employer, and 
this is especially true in disabling injuries and those result¬ 
ing in death, entailing wage loss, medical attention, com¬ 
pensation payments, etc. But these direct costs do not tell 
the whole story of economic loss from accidents. To these 
must be added the indirect costs. 

Some of these indirect costs are as follows: 

1. Cost of time lost by the injured. 

2. Cost of time lost by other employees who stop work 
when the accident occurs. 

3. Cost of time lost by foreman, supervisors, etc. 

4. Cost of first aid not compensated by insurance. 

5. Cost of injury to tools. 

6. Cost of interference with output. 

It has been estimated that the saving in the steel industry 
alone in the thirty years since the movement was inaugu¬ 
rated runs into billion-dollar figures. This saving has made 
possible increased wages for the worker and a reduced 
cost of steel to the consuming public. 

The mechanization of steel production has made work 
simpler and safer. Men are not doing dangerous jobs that 
a machine can do more safely, but more men and more 
competent men are required to control the machine. 

The safety achievement of the steel industry is a high 
tribute to the intelligence of the steel workers. Without the 
cooperation of constructive suggestions of individuals and 
employee representatives, results of the campaign would 
not have been nearly so successful. 

The steel plant is now safer than the home as indicated 
by the following recent comment from a typical steel com¬ 
pany: 

“The safest place for the 10,000 employees of the com¬ 
pany in the last 21 months has been in the steel works. 
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safer even than in their own homes,” the statement from 
the company reads. 

“In the period April 25, 1934 to date, over 27 million 
man-hours of work have been completed in the plant with¬ 
out a fatal accident, yet 15 employees lost their lives in 
accidents in their own homes and other places outside the 
plant during the same period. 

“Of the 15 who lost their lives in activities outside the 
plant two men died of accidents in their own homes, one 
falling downstairs and the other being struck by a flying 
piece of a grindstone. The other 13 met sudden death in 
various guises. 

“The employees are striving to better a previous record 
of 28 months without a fatal accident made in the period 
from April 1931 to August 1933 when over 30 million 
man-hours of safe operation were completed. During this 
period, 18 employees lost their lives in accidents outside 
the plant.” 
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FOR EMPLOYEES’ WELFARE 


T HE steel industry has long concerned itself with prac¬ 
tical projects for the improvements of the living condi¬ 
tions of the workers. Large sums have been expended on 
housing projects, creating new communities of clean, re¬ 
spectable homes for employees, financed by the companies. 

Naturalization courses have been operated to help immi¬ 
grants become American citizens. Social halls and libraries, 
gymnasiums and many other institutions have been estab¬ 
lished to enable the men fully to benefit by increased 
leisure, each according to his taste. It is an established fact 
that these activities of steel companies have been so con¬ 
ducted that never has there been a sense of paternalism. 

Underlying the social relations between the employer 
and the employee is the fundamental principle that the 
greatest social security for the steel worker is in the pros- 
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perity of the company for which he works—for he shares 
in that prosperity daily. It is his greatest asset. He shared 
in it even during periods of depression, in the sense that 
reserves accumulated in good times were used to aid him 
as long as funds were available. No steel company’s interest 
in its workers ends with the payroll. It continues in these 
social relations which are being discussed. 

From 1929 to 1935, it is estimated, steel companies spent 
$200,000,000 in activities associated with the welfare and 
social security of its workers. During the same period few 
companies earned a profit—most of them showed a loss. 
Social security continued—the welfare of the worker had 
to be continued. 

Many steel companies have adopted pension systems 
which, according to a study by the American Iron and Steel 
Institute, protect the old age of three out of every four men 
in the industry. 

More than $61,000,000 has been distributed to over 
25,000 employees on pensions since 1910. None of the pen¬ 
sion plans provide for contribution from employees and, 
therefore, every dollar of this money has come out of the 
earnings of the companies. Many companies which do not 
have formal pension plans make other provisions for the 
old age of faithful employees, such as carrying them on the 
payroll in a nominal job, or by some other method. 

During the depression years, the steel companies sought 
to relieve their workers from the full effects of unemploy¬ 
ment. Beginning with 1930, an effort was made to “Share- 
the-work,” so that some employment could be given to as 
many workers as possible. 

One company, for instance, reported only about 19,000 
men on full time but 139,000 on part time. It found that 
by this method they could make work available for 75,000 
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more people than would have been possible under full 
time employment. Every possible plan and device was used 
to give a man at least a few days of work in every pay 
period. 

Many steel companies developed garden projects, making 
it possible for numerous workers to grow some of their 
own food. Some companies organized their own relief agen¬ 
cies, providing food for the hungry, setting up loan funds, 
and caring for the health of the needy. 

The funds for all these efforts came not from current 
income but from accumulated reserves. In fact, the steel 
industry faced an added difficulty at this time from the 
fact that it is impractical to pile up heavy inventories in 
anticipation of an improved market in an industry which 
produces a wide range of custom-built, made-to-order com¬ 
modities. The mills simply had to shut down or reduce work 
when there were no orders. 

Only the existence of reserves made it possible to main¬ 
tain workers on the job, on reduced wages and on a “spread- 
the-work” basis. But the fact remains that the worker was 
helped over this trying period when there was little or no 
business. The accumulation in an industry of reasonable 
reserves is the worker’s greatest security that his job will 
be there when business is available. 
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COII ECTIVt COOPERATION 


T HIS booklet has sought to show that the worker and 
management in the steel industry have, over a long 
period, benefited by mutual cooperation. It has been shown 
that the employee-employer relations are harmonious and 
that this, in no small measure, has been due to the ability 
and willingness of employee and employer to consider 
mutual problems directly and swiftly and without the in¬ 
tervention of self-interested outsiders. 

It has been suggested that the term “collective coopera¬ 
tion” will more accurately define the relationship in the 
steel industry than the more popularly used “collective 
bargaining.” For “bargaining” often implies antagonism. 
It gives the impression of one side seeking to gain some 
advantage over the other. 

There need be no overt or implied antagonism between 
the employer and the employee in the steel industry. Both 
can sit down to consider with good-will on both sides any 
important problem that arises. When there is good-will and 
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mutual consideration, no question is beyond orderly solu¬ 
tion. Whatever term may be applied to the relationship, its 
essence is cooperation. Without such cooperation there 
can be no peace or lasting prosperity in industry. 

In the steel industry, through employee representation, 
it has been possible for management and labor to join 
forces during the years of depression with an extraor¬ 
dinary degree of good-will on both sides. And now that busi¬ 
ness in the steel industry is improving, the industry is more 
firm than ever in the conviction that this form of direct 
dealing, direct association of management and labor, is 
the only suitable process of industrial relations in the 
United States. Employee representation as it exists in the 
steel industry is a typically American method of handling 
the human elements in large scale industry. 

It is in this spirit that the steel companies look to a 
renewed prosperity in their industry. Fair wages, proper 
working conditions, safety in operations, provision for 
social improvement, opportunity to rise in life—these are 
the things that the steel industry seeks to provide for its em¬ 
ployees. To that program, the steel worker has replied by 
giving his cooperation with management to make the enter¬ 
prise in which he is employed a success. Its success is his 
greatest security. 



Printed in U. S. A. 
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AGREKMENT 


Board Exhibit No. 50-A-l ** 

JENO DRIVE YOURSELF 

23S BEDFORD ST.. JOHNSTOWN. PA. NO 

AUTOMOBILE RENTAL AGREEMENT 

.day of — .1 _ nJUL *r "* >*""■■ ■ 


6391 


i.iiitufur called the Lome 

herein 'n*tt5sSKTH UM0, ■ ." .. ......—- 

THATthT Um or. in conjuration o I the rent agreed to IjH by the Law. ..nd the cowtaUB. 

S#«ln conUi..«l to he done, kept and performed ty the InM. hereby nnu ->J !•,»» th. ..ulvmobile deacrlbed bato* U> law lor Dm 

Iwrrtw^covCTuntT und ugleea tint hr will pay rental mentioned below .* ihr tiror and la the maoo ar ^h erein ‘perilled, nod 
rtH.. TrJuTSt m - cetal end prudent m*nm. • nd .III return tlw V.me to dvr Imeor In tba 

""LiL or pay for anv duM m» done to wild <*'■ ordlaaey um and wear only e.crpt.d _, , _ .. 

^^The lesaee hereby aJmits .mj concedes that lie lias examined ta«l automobile and that the same la la food, aalt and serV 

COOd TbTl«ar. further agnee that he will observe all taw. la the operation of said automobile. sad wlO «W«drtv* while under the IsSnM 
af intomcaSao liquor. oTijtow or permit any other person to drive the said car. that he win not use or permit said ausomobile to be uerf 
• the tfMMBOffWIfl or holding Intoxicating liquors or naitoou contrary to any laws. 

Thr.| U theaud esaae further agrees to lock said Automobile and to remove the key from the lock at aB Mm mb** »a*d automobile la 

Th?k£ie further agrees. In erne of any accident or mechanical trouble In connection with the um or op m at lf of sa.d juta mabtle. to 
roblyThe Ulor Im/tJdErty by Telephone 7 and In writing. giving full drtalls of aoch accident, location of eeddem. nmn and nddrmar. 

"* ThT'lrmec^MTaby* waives"!!* benefit of all exemption laws against any claim or obligation so (ha laaaoe aelalng on account of laaace'a 
rental of automobile under the contract 

The lessor reserves the right to cancrl this contract at any time. ■ ■ 

It U mutually coven .rued and agreed that a description of the Wmed automobile Is contained below. 


•«e* n this -NN.ItllNN 


Ca-/L~ -7 



| WILL RETURN BY 


PHONE IN CASE OP TROUBLE 46 

description of car 

MAKE 3.3. 

| TYPE .. 


SERIAL NO. 


'LICENSE NO 


_ -"TIME OU T ft Pfjjf 


3 / I TOTAL HOURS 




MILEAGE IN . 


MILEAGE OUT 
MILES RUN 


HOURS CH ARCED FOR 


DAMAGES . -.. -. 

SERVICE CHjwcCE .. 


CAS OUT .../..CAS IN 

APPLICANTS IDENTIFICATION CARD NO. 
CREDIT LETTER NO. 


BALANCE TO BE REFUNDED 


SIGNED 


MILEAGE CHARGE .... 


CHARCE .™ 2t_ 


GALLON 


CAS CHARCT 


TOTAL CHARCES 
ULSH DEPOSIT 


BALANCE TO BE COLLECTED 


SIGNED ... J/J . 

// ISHWa Maw. 


TELEPHONE NO. 
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Board Exhibit No. SO-A-2 


JENO DRIVE YOURSELF 

233 BEDFORD ST.. JOHNSTOWN. PA. 

AUTOMOBILE RENTAL AGREEMENT 


AGREEMENT. 


,, 17 . 


by and between . 


. hereinafter cnUed the 


hrretnlter called the Le»»or. »nd 

I. of the rent jgr.-ed to be paid by the Le»ee. »od the covenant*. itipulitton* And agreements 

hpr,r!oL.‘^J k^ nnd pe.lvr.wd by me Wuee. rent. -nd Wav. .hr autcmab.W d<~nbed below to the Wtaee lor the 

* '"t? Uhr will pay rental tneoboocd below .t (hr am.- and in the manner tlwrem .petdlWA «d 
'“''rfc ^''J^bv'^tT2* tS^*?*'* h£'S2n£d ubl automobiW and that the same U In good, -ft nod »erv>Ce.bW 

~y\z arsxrt zsrjfZLiJs £ 

>* ’-s *. w,.,.,, M — - - 

•*•■* bri'W run __ nv * „ —erhamojl tmub’e •" cor.nccWnti with iK, up or operation of V.IJ auiomnWW. to 

luU drtmU oi «ch accident. Ux.non o« accident. names and oddrewes 

°* a *J>» 'uurr"hereby 1 ™£Tthl hJlrlS ^‘T^ar.ption Inn ng-IW -"V <W* or obligation to the W**or an»mg on account ol W»ee . 
rent.'l of *ut< mobile under the contract 

The l»j»or reserves the right to cornel thu conflict At any bme. , . . , 

hi*, mutually covenanted and uin.d that a detenpuon ol the Wired -uicmohiW u con tamed below. _ 


l.m'wl I'll «vr II’ -I 4 \f- C/,Mmff»r'l AT Pmrr'i Ijtftlf Smmkrr 


.-I. • •«•■ ««ir~- Im f.’iufh 

.... |. I',I, .-...lltlPA. _ 


IlgfirVKhT 
KVIKA T'«*: 




I WILL RETURN BY 

PHONE IN CASE OP TROUBLE 46 

DESCRIPTION OP CAR 


/- • f/ 


TIME IN 


J% a #- 

jZu. 


SERIAL NO. 


•LICENSE NO. 


_ timeout ,Y r 

L-rt - 37 

TOTAL HOURS .—.- 


MILEAGE IN 
MILEAGE OUT 


MILES RUN 


DAMAGES . 

SERVICE Oi--.CE . 

MILEAGE CHARGE . 


. [■* . **' ... iwumur. uiAFV-r. 

‘-CO FOR ^nC. 7* . HOUR OIARGE _ Vj£... 


HOURS CHARGED FOR 'J*tL 

GAS OUT .-.....GAS IN..— 

APPLICANTS IDENTIFICATION CARD NO.. 

CREDIT LETTER NO ... 


GALLON..a 


CHARGE 


TOTAL CHARGES 


LASH DEPOSIT 


BALANCE TO 8E REFUNDED 


SIGNED.-.... 


BALANCE TO BE COLLECTED 


- S1CNED Cst - * - 

TELEPHONE 



>«m'i »im 


UW* Addfma 


16757 
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JENO DRIVE YOURSELF 

235 BEDFORD ST- JOHNSTOWN. PA. 

AUTOMOBILE RENTAL AGREEMENT 


o393 


and between . . . 

Iwretnahcr clhd the 


herein .fr tailed the Le*0». -«d ^ ...— ’ ."™™ T .* ""- 

•n!.Vro?L2iw. in conaiderallotl ol the rent ngrred to I* paid by the Leaaee. and the covenant* allpulutlMa and aonmnt* 
*, ,.t.a. ed u he done. kept and performed by the leaaee. hereby renu and leaaee the autemobde detertbed below to the leaaee lor the 


AGREEMENT. atade thu .. & 5 day .*2--7 hy and between.——j— 

herein .ter UM the U~r. and V - ..-. '*«**'*' ^ ^ 

•n!.vfo?L2iw. in conanleratlon ol the rent ngrred to be paid by the Leaaee. and the covenant*jttpuluttoaa and aonmnta 
„ ,. 1 .,.^ u he done, kept and performed by the leuee. hereby rente and learn the autemobde deaertbed below to the treare lor the 

‘""VC l he will pay rental mentioned below at the time »nd J" tt* manner thrrM aprclHcd. Ld 

ihai lie t.ill «iae and dnve *ud c..r in a tarrful and prudent manner, and will return the aame to the leaaor In At tame condition aa when 

moved, or pay lor ,.nv d.mu.K done to aakl car. ordinary uae and wear only eatepred. _ I 

Hie leuee hereby aJmlta and tonc.Vee that he haa eiamlned aald automobile and that the aame la In good, rale and aervtce^ble 

‘-ST !••• ee further agree* that he •*•11 observe all law* In the operattop ol aeid autotlh«bile. and will not drive while under the Influelmc 
l^mr. tu .dl.-w .* pe.ia t .my other pereon to dnve the aald tar. that he will not uv or permit aald automobile to be tited 

il,e (r a.tp.trr .ci or ImLIm.i . .lino lig.KW* or narcotic* coni.ary to any Lima. . 

•|l. | ...mj leuee loii.her agree* to lotk aald automobile .»nd to remove the key from the Wwk at nil tlmea when aald automobile ia 


"*** Tht'leKee Inrtlier m-ree*. m tan- ol any .km. lent .K .nethank. 1 1 trnnh'e In ttmnecrtnn with the u*e or operation of aald autnmohlle to 
■■■e.lt i*.. la'twK immedl. lelv l*v telephone aikl m writing. giving lull delalla ol »uth actidvnl. location ol accident. aamoa and .ddrehaea 

• •I all iK.wi.t unvIvaI «k Hipire.t and ill wif.e**e» . ... _ ... . , , J . 

Tile I.-ttee hereby t.aive* the henelit ol all exemption law* a.|..mat any claim or obligation to the le*aor artalng on accouot ol leasee a 
r, in,'' ..I . in. lie mile under the timtr.wt. 

The leo.K reervea t!ie right to Camel thla contract at ;tnv time . 

It is niiitu dlv tOtvn uii.hI and agreed thil a devfiptnm ol the le i*ed automobile la cnnlamed below. 


",v je? .V: m':;: 

. i. Il.la raa.llllaa 

w h-mkst (-•■"SiSmrpssmtoe.s^ ($ <f Jr ? fj. 


i:\ I'll A TIMK 


jt Wll.l. RETURN BY 

! phone in cask oi» trouble 4<. 


/ O ArtVk. 

7- /./- ? 


description op car 


F. Q.U/'-' 


juur 


i SERIAL NO. 


LICENSE NO. 


C /..2.1.9: | TOTAL HOURS 


(o-X* 37 


MILEAGE in 
ILKAGfc OUT 
MILL'S RUN . 
HOURS CIIARwIiO I 
CAS OUT .. 


yjj 


. at . 

OR 

./ CAS IN.. 


DAMAGES 
SERVICE CH....CE 
MILEAGE CHARGE 


HOUR CHARGE 


I ARCH . £ 74. A 


GALLON 


CAS CHARGE 


APPLICANTS IDENTIFICATION CARD NO... 
CREDIT LETTER NO.... 


BALANCE TO BE REFUNDED 



TOTAL CHARGES_ 

cash DCPOsrr- 


BALANCE TO BE COLLECTED 


lawre*. Name 



TELEPHONE NO. 


16758 
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Board Exhibit Ho. 50-A-4 

JENO DRIVE YOURSELF 

233 BEDFORD ST„ JOHNSTOWN. PA. 

AUTOIOBILE RENTAL A6REEIENT 

f.% . --- r 


_WNtnalv' Called «hh Un< 

heft-*" U*r ..iIWU tW Lr»o». -»J .. ........ .... . . 

zrtz .'^ *- E 

...- I.W *»«! Um ionuM fd. . . . ^ rtw urn.- hi IM ■■ nw r «h*r»in toKlItod. aad 

. ... -J -*«™ <>*-•« >- l*-V i J Z toTto-of * »W — c«*uo« m atom 

- ^cJrjir r.^vsixa-iisrai.—r 
5- * rrru. l ’» r™ tuts. - —— * 

^^!T!ZJZZ; r h7£Z’J2TJZJ? *3£ STSSU 


_ __ Hw <■ or oqrr^ftoo of told 

by wtopt—. .nd M. wm** |MN NM -- - * e * 4 " ,L k>C-8 " •* ****• , 

°* i,FEt w-ST^ toa» HOM mr cLI- or obfc^oo to Ao lr«or arutag on account of !*■*** f 

""'tv i^T Ata ‘TttnMjuid JI- ——- to eoaiatoad Wio*. 

b I* nutujHy COWVWKad -Ad ao^yd Aa* a dtocrtpttoo of OW toltoO to"™ ■ tw * 1 j 


i i s ~ «m. •••<■ t« «■*•£•»•? 

.. , Mt,' »h'~- l» rrvtr* 

•J * Ihf —4IH—. 

KgnrtoKvr 

rii.M'ITlMN 

•at 
r *m 

IS 

RAIN 

KXTMA TIHK 



J.M'K 



• TKTAIXH 



J THUS M’tol* 



• WNKM'HK* 



1 KKM'KKH 



| HI'MI'KRK 



1 M..\«M 



riM«n 



| I.IUIITM 




itf Ch—ftwfi * DritorV littmr Hunt* 


PHONE IN CASE OF TROUBLE 46 
DESCRIPTION OF CAR 

MAKE Cyfk^rm.'. .S-A 




OUT 


SERIAL NO 


ar-a 


LICENSE NO. 3& JCA J-. 


£,-*$" 31 

| TOTAL HOURS ... 






DAMACES . 

_ 1 













MILPACH CHARGE 

m 



Jf 



pm 

o < 







APPLICANTS IDENTIFICATION CARD NO 


TOTAL CHARCES 



CREDIT LETTER NO.. 




♦-ASH DEPOSTT .. . 



BALANCE TO BE REFUNDED 

| || BALANCE TO BE COLLECTED ^ 


□ 



TELEPHONE NO. 


16759 
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JENO DRIVE YOURSELF 

233 BEDFORD ST- JOHNSTOWN. PA. 

AUTOMOBILE RENTAL AGREEMENT 


AGREEMENT. made th» .._ .. !•» <? y...- by and . 

hffrtu.ltrr ratted .hr Lmaor. and & •• - • -.— *•«*»»' '-'<•« 

Ti[.vr‘^?''J!!.. .ottM.lrr.MMrt .»! the rvni atiree.l u> he r.rtJ hv thr Leraer nut ilir .urntL-Wtut* .m.l 

hrrr.it «.e.rta...ed u> he’duM. kept am! per lot-ted hy .hr letter. heirhv .*“J Waar. ihr mohtle deafnls-d M-* .** «hr iewee lor 'he 

..,y V, *T f 1 'T' — - hr -II r-.t '.t -u-.Ik.uI Ivlttw M Ih. I,.-- .«ul « the m nn.r 'hrmw yrcilud. ^ 

i>h MM-.-i. n ^" . . „.| « II ........ ihr » ...» u> thr lettur in the .. t.<ntltlMM M when 


th * hr vaTir nul .. .. .. ..! .. ... tul t. II Ihr ... .hr Irtto, ... me .te 

twrived. .r m <« «v u»r done » -■ * ttr.ln.rtt .... hJ », ■■ • j 1 •* *** »•.' * ’»' . u mod. ^ ^ ,^^,1,1, 

'Hv Iwaer hereby tM« an 1 .rtkAl- i*. •» Iw !..« eft mixied *•...! ....v.—i..ie ana «ta< in* umt w — tr*'— ——- 

».Tt.1irt.tn - , ... L .ho ,„n ,ri r - oi uul rtrtnrtohtW. and will not dBv* while under .hr InOvMKr 

Htr Ietorr htrthrr im nun hr wtll oharrte all wilt m uar or orrMl MMJ outuambllr w hr uatd 

o. !*•«, or allow or prrwl my other pern* to dri ve the - hi .n. gwrhr fiu M n or prrw -m. au.oawrmc to itr uo«a 

Jor the ir.rtirportMH or htddtng MtfcMh.itmtf Itioor. or uowwory W niy ^eh .. 

> TH.-.I th/Told kury. further agree* lo kxk urtJ jutotnohtW and to remove ihr hey «">» ttw loch •' mU mn lun »U .ulomohllr 

TV klr lurtVr mrrr*. n ran ol my .tcttjen. or «ryh.v,K >l J-' 1 ^ 

notify ihr LtWMtr ImoteUurtrty hy wk|th«M- .to.t Ht wtMM«. foil dr«U» ol tuch JUldrM. taertwr. trt -amt. MM md illhi.iil 

- J -ir:r rr aim ysTw*— ^ ««— « »«. u«.w. 

rmirl oI .'Mtunotul.' urtJrr ihr rout Met. 

The terror rrtrrte. ihr n«hl to cjnerlI ihlr romr.Wl ..t -|V tho 1 emlriArd hr low 

It It lauttMlIy toyentt.lrtl and wred th.tl a drocrlptMJn ol ihr le iwd .mtom.tl-.lr U C0nl»«WU Itrtow. 

I I hat.- I t* l« IW •• •«—I .•-u.l .'-ul y Ckamlrmri »r Prior i /.i.rrte Smmkr 

|M •• tdfcr * Mh 4grw I * ' 

••v » ill* mmmIMM* I 


I WILL RETURN BY. . 

PHONE IN CASE OP TROUBLE 46 
DESCRIPTION OF CAR 

MARI'. Q.A^V .3-1. 

TYPE ... 



SERIAL NO.. 


LICENSE NO. 


W/ci 


I MILEAGE IN 
MILEAGE OUT 
1 -trdLES RUN . 


HOURS CHARGED FOR 


DAMAGES .-.-. 


I CAS OUT 


.CAS IN 


APPLICANTS IDENTIFICATION CARD NO. 

CREDIT LETTER NO, . . 

BALANCE TO BE REFUNDED !l 


SERVICE Chr-tGE ... 

MILEAGE CHARGE ...... 

HOUR CHARGE .... 


GAS OIARCI 


TOTAL CHARCKS . 

_t-ASM DEPOSIT .. 

BALANCE TO BE COLLECTED 


SIGNED 


SIGNED 


TELEPHONE NO. 


0^1- 

• A.Mrww 


nt 
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JENO DRIVE YOURSELF 

235 BEDFORD ST.. JOHNSTOWN. PA. NO- 

AUTOMOBILE RENTAL AGREEMENT 

AGREEMENT. mml* «!••» J 7 AiV «*,-. X *. * ! * *"-. 7 hy 4«»d Iwwo 

IWM. . Svt v.JW tl- U~r. -ml . . twrcn..l«rf A* 

ri Ia?* in von»«Vf..tion -I thv rvnl -F*vd >'* p.ml l»y the Uw. -J **** Mlpd.'tkMU* ^ llh ) 

..«,t.1 to U- .!onv. Uvim .mJ pvfl.tn.vJ l.y thv kwv. Iwfvby m*. -ml k-w. tl« -utumu6.lt Jncr.lwd hvlow to thv W lor thv 

* unlv l*v will p-v fvnt.J mvntHtivd Mt*w -I th* «*"* -nJ In th* m.innvr thvfv.li apKlhed. mnd 

..I,.., ... V ,U M „. J,.\v ..ml *-f mi .. v-fvlul -ml pru.k-1 mmiff. nj will ivtum thv m«W 10 thv l«aur in ihr wim* cumbliOII M wh*« 

r«*vtvv«'. *f mv (■« .hiv il..m »k Jonv to mini v.if. ofUm.uv -*• ..ml wv-f only nwpjnl . , . . u 

IV u-vviv Iwul.v ...IniHv .uk! .omvjv* th.it In* h-» vn.-mmsl kjiJ -uiomohJv -ml thm thr *.h»w U In gowl. «•>!«* -ml *v rv *<*“ N * 

iimkIhmhi " <(ifth> , r „ , Il(f ^ ,j^. rv ,. .,|| |., w » H, ilw op -r.iinMi <4 m.i.l -utomolHlv. -ml will not d/i.f wlillv undvf the mfluvrn# 

... i.-..VH..fiMi I >•:>»•»■ <>r allow in ivn.i.1 -mv .-h-f ,wr-.« n. Jnw tV wml v-f. ih.it In- Mill nut urn* or permit wiki -utomohtl* to l<* umhI 
it .Mvmwi-h: or 1-4.1.11 1 ...ti.vK 'Mimi Ikiuo* o' n-r..*uv vontr-ry -*V l-w». ... „ . . . . 

II , . ,i,. s .,kI u-vw.- IuiiIhm to Uk sml -ut.tm4.ilv -ml t- mmiw thv kvy from thv Uwk -I -II mm* whvtt v.ul -utomoUW » 

IVk^ f.trtlwr mirw*. ... v-w .4 .hiv -vu-Un. .t mmh.mk-1 tr. .4.'.- in votmwttnn with thv w or ojwf-tton of n-kl -otomnNW. n» 
m-.lv iV Iai.k <Mun.Ji.Hvlv In tvlvplH<nv -.J ... wn.ma IMVI.HI lull .kt-.U ol «'kK .wvidvnt. loc-tion <4 accUvnt. n,.imi and -Jdrrwv* 
..! ,.'l ismtn ..iV.4wvl «>r -i|..rvJ -ml -II wltm*«v» . ... . , _ , , 

III. Vmv li.f.'I'V w.mvw tin* Iwnvl.t ,4 -II . v.mpt .Hi tiw ... -«V '*•»'" *>f ol4l.»..lki« to tHf U-vor -ruovj on -ccount ol lc»*f • 

..•(it.il .I'tl.Mmf.k - .... t'w i.Mitr.Ht. 

IV r« , .« , rvv* iV rml.l i.« «.«'»»•! *'•*' nmtf.Ht -t -f.v t*m-. 

It . ■-■.lu -llv nn.M. .i.lf I .m.l .hiitwl tli..t - ikwr.ptton ol th.- Ivw .l Hit.-no.Mlv i« vont-.nrJ PfIow. 


• 1 r!l! Wr t'Au« 4 . w'l rn, /Im .i'i I I.irt. Xaml-tr 


— — |l'..0.'lTH.\* 

•«..t i•* "it *N 

_I_MMI_ PV IIt | 




L - / 3 


■ »=h:itv Tint: _l_^_ _ _ j| NVIl.r. RI-TIIRN »V 

1 j \.’K ! ! 

I--- - I-HIONI-: IN’ CASi: OF ‘I 


it i 'in« 

■i nit: i*i Vi* 
w iii:\.-iik« 
ITM-Kliv 
It. VI'KMK 
..l i» 
riM'ii 
M'illTH 


is* casi: on •nioimi.F. ■»- 

DESCRIPTION OF CAR 


- MAKF. / 

_.TYPE ...sj* 

SKHJAL NO. 

_UCIiNSI*. NO 


rty 3 V 

Jc w&mvt .. 

IO. .. . .. 

no y cT 


TIME OUT ^ 

4- / 7- 3 7 

TOTAI. HtXlW .. 


\'IU*Ai;i* IN . 

DAMAGES 

. 1 

UKAOE OUT 



MILIiS RUN ,t 

✓ , , 

'KMIRS OIARC. D I'OR ^ i ’> . „u. • 

mileav;e t iiAKiii-: 

11'UIU UiAKt.l*. 

J. \ ... 

CAS OUT.. CAS IN 

GALLON mt 


APPLICANTS IDIiNTIFlCATJON CARD NO 



CREDIT LETTER NO .... 

vASH 

DEPOSIT .. 


IIALANCI* TO HE REFUNDED 


BALANCE TO HE COLLECTED 
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Board Exhibit Ho. 50-A-7 

JENO DRIVE YOURSELF 

235 BEDFORD ST.. JOHNSTOWN. PA. NO-- 

AUTOMOBILE RENTAL AGREEMENT 

A»_/JL-dw of . - / >».• »« ■ ..-.19. .j*.7 by ad kmw.. 

-.— ----- .r---.- ..I***—wf-l— 

in consideration «l (V r«M -Tflreed «® be P-d by the Lc^ee. and the covenants. st.pub.lo.ix 4*4 aflreemcntx 
lvtrc.n^«^tMUMl wlw 4-*». kep< *™! pe.-Wed by the Hare. Iwevby rents and leases the automobile described bea>w to the lessee lor the 

t» ; *n tjpon tb< ^ ‘Jrtbv^c \viijni- nd < 4 ?.e«»*that he will pay rental memkxicd below at the time and in the o inner therein specified. and 
i . L £2 : .r* - -nd prud9TVm«r*er. ,-nJ .ill return the same to the lew in the s.nx co-Ulno^ - when 

th _ h ' „ _... IQ, .py dam n> done to sold car. ordinary use ind wear only exceptrd. j 

TTT^ 'Jreby aJcilU a-vd concedes that he has examined saul automobile and that the s«c » In oood. sale . nd ^rviccablr 

condition. M n observe aU laws in the op.-r. non of said automobile, and will not drive while u.nlvj the mlluencr 

, . .. .mu' I £ToTXw or remit any other person to drive tin- xaid car. that he w:U not use or peemlt said automobile .0 he used 

®* „.iox ...I ny •. • . m mtoxivutlnn liquors or narcoti-i. contrary- to any laws. 

(O, the " ■J™ p ^ j n U.i,ee leather agiees to lock snid automobile and to remove the key from the lock at all tunes whet* said automobile Is 

°* further aorees. In case ol any accident or mechanical trouble U* connection with the use or operation of-.wild automobile, to 

rotl.'v ihe Lcs» 0 ' immeSatcly bv telephone and tn wm.afl. gmng IcU detail, ol such accident, location ol accident names and addresses 

°* **Tl^ r iSaee i hreeby* wli'vs'Tiw benefit ^"dTHrmpnoo laws ao-unst any claim or obligation to the Imxor ansing on account >1 lesaee't 
„} automobile under ‘lie contract. 

’■rv. leuor reserves the r*flht to cancc. this contract at .mv time. .... 

J,T, rautldly cnvm.-nted and a«reed that a descr. ( 4am of the le .ted automobile U con tamed below. 

l late ter ^r .* 1.—*'*'.'■* L'z! J.'r’SJia'm! W k dm>f,yr‘, -e Drifff', Utrmff Kamkrr 

r.2i* ~*4!.Uw I . 

— J TM.I-floN ■ ■■M‘ITI..X I . /- — * $ “ 3 J 

Viirll'VKNf -.IT If |tS .. .— .- . — ' • 

Ky 1 " KMH e.MM 


KqUhNKNT 
»:\t ha riwr. 
JACK_ 

l- HtTAlNH 

tihk rt'ki* 

; wiil tNt’IHW 
^-KNI.KUP 
HlMPKKK 

| til.A** l*_ 

I'lMHI 
! MISIITP 


! WILL RI-7URN BY. 

PIIONT. IN CASE OF TROUBLE 46 

DESCRIPTION OF CAR 

MAKE .. U- * ’>** . 

'type .rt .. 


- '8- 3 7 

V.P. IN ¥rf jd 


■ jMAXK . Ci.1 
.(TYPE ..t 

J 

I SERIAL NO. . 

■license no. 


„ALj>J. ._ 


_time OU T , j . 

£ - ' 7 - 3 

HOURS . 


MILEAGE IN . 



DAMACES . 

MILEAGE OUT 



SERVICE Ch.^CE ... 

MILES RUN 



MILEAGE CHARGE . 

HOURS CHARGED FOR 

//«£ 


HOUR CHARGE 

GAS OUT ... L 

f 

.CAS IN 



appucants IDENTIFICATION' card no. 

TOTAL CHARGES .. 

CREDIT LETTER NO. __ 



CASH DEPOSIT . 

BALANCE TO DC REFUNDED 

li 1 

| BALANCE TO BE COLLECTED 


62 


iilllsl 

■■■■»■ 
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JENO DRIVE YOURSELF 

23S BEDFORD ST.. JOHNSTOWN. PA. 

AUTOMOBILE RENTAL AGREEMENT 

AGRliKMUNT. «.hW thi* J 5“ day oyU-*.-. .—. n3 ‘ ? 


839 


NO. 


by and betwe,-n 


lu-romi-.fttr culled 


Iv. *i ft •...'.led the Lev-Of. .ovl 

WP-M^SLTM 

•illAT llte Lojaur. tn .unv.der.tiKm «l the rent .mr.-rd hi he p.uJ |iy the Lower. and the ..nvn.mtv Mi'Hilitlon* and _ 
h,nUin.-il la he d.*w. Lop. .m.! perl.vitwJ l>, the kwv, hereby ronu tnd L.«c» die tiuUsnohile dmcnhrd helvw to the lewrc lor thr 
u.w war. the condition* hereinafter contained. ... . , I . . 

'.■W Awo Iwrehy tarvrnam* ..nd ng-ve* tint ho will pay rental mention, d .*elow at tho tlmo ..nd in tho manner ilwfoln (perilled. and 
th.it ho "ill u*c ottel dnvo :_ild car a o.uo'iil ..n.l pru.L nt m-imof. . nd will return tho name to tho k**nr .n tho * inter condition a# when 
reLeiv.fi, or pay lor «r.v dam nto dune to cud car. ordinary uw .uni v.v.tr only on .epted. 

Tho lowk.o hereby ndmiu ..n.l %on*ctl»w ho ha* invited mu' auuMteUrtle and tli.it tho uiur i* :n flood. *al< and larrvtcaaMo 


tho Lower 
agreement* 


Tho louoo horoby admit* 
rendition- ... 

IV Wwr futihcr agree* that hr will obmrw all law* 


.... tn tho operation ol *a!d automohilr. and will not drive while under tho 

ot intoclciitiiKJ Ufloor, nr "allow or permit any other pman to drtvo tho oald car. that hr will not uar or permit r.ild automobile |« 


Influonco 
to be u*rd 


lor thr tramiportinc or hotdlno IntoMc.itlno Ijm*" or norcoHc* contrary to any lew*. 

^ That tho old lower further agree* to lock sold automobile and to i ww t the key from the lock at ell time* wile'll cud automobile 

BO ', The Cutrr further ngrro*. in cum of nny accident or mechanical trouble In connect Inn with thr um or operation of cud nulomobiW. to 
notify thr Lower Iramcdlately by trlrphonr and In writing. giving full detail* of auch accident, location ol accidont. name* end uddremc* 
of ell peraont Involved or injured and nil wltnmM*. 

Tito Iomoo hereby waive* thr benefit of tdl coemption lawe again*! any claim or Ab U ga M an to the lewor anxing on account! of Wwete 
rental of not* mobile under thr contract. 

Tltr lr**or rrwrve* thr right to cn—.....— —.... . _^ 

fttlVOfflOOvl# It 


le**or reserve* thr right to cancel thia contract at any Owe. 

It u mutually covenanted and agreed that a description of the toned 


i 


1 hare r«'*«al t’l* l”*r la tl 
**».|.| n> f. .L •' ti-'uw. «*•! "U 
■ .hh* ttel* iumlltt'***. 

•~i r-n.im.ti 

iw b Man 

icyrii’JiBXT 

HIT 

Kit* 

IX 

VSMt 

K\nu TIBK 

• 


JACK 



tYUTAlK* 



tihk nur 



WUKM*IIKM 



I'KXDKHN 



nruMtha 

. 


| til-* KM 



. 1TNIKII 



I.II1IITM 




My CUuinr'i er Dhrtr'i fat. air .Vaatkrr 

m./J£JjL££. . 

I WILL RETURN BY.... 

IE IN CASE Or TROUBLE 46 y- 
DESCJHPnON or CAR 

MAKE . 3 -V~ 

TYPE ...... - 

SERIAL NO. _.. 

LICENSE NO. 3..... I°L VS 


1 £a. 

I 

*1 

\ 

. 

TIMEOUT 

1 % 

£ - t* 3* 

TOTAL HOURS- 

L 


MILEAGE IN ... DAMAGES ..._. „„ 

r 



xmpA/ju o* rr . ,, sraviqst ChowiGE 

■ 

■ 


SOLES RUN —... . m _ MILEAGE CHARGE . , 

■ 

1 


HOURS CHARCED EOR_rL</^" (VftStl HOUR CHARGE 3 to 

VA 

3 

* 


□ 



APPLICANTS IDENTIFICATION CARD ND. ’TOIAL OUkai 

■ 

■ 



■ 

■ 

■ 

BALANCE TO BE REFUNDED | | BALANCE TO BE COUECTBD 

■ 

ii 

■ 


4ICNED 


o.u*J. 


. 1 



/TELEPHONE NO. 
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iJKTrtt-’KTrrar'STWRT?’ company 


. /«<;**»* 

••in*: y . \ttku < :• 


!';• : !. !■; : iSI'EK.O- 




. nr 

04*rv«U^lv . V . 




IHu-iurys *j| an/ tavvWil/ oi . 

itiuuUi-s c-| (j Qtrmlpg 

to Jo knitoww 'Sur\diy rV 

Qrr^Ura^tl ^aXtvcho (JUA ~ 

^rQ4uta<*V c| /)• 

4H f ^ ve ^ Uviln<^ sta/t»« 

pkat u^tvtmU *•■ /{Ojfloo 

Wl* attend co rrUsj m&nna «<r 

fcnteW r7/ < 



,k?i> 4 . <u rmsj 

t?U-e fem|3crl 0jt •S^ 0,5 

luj Tl'VA faetu/Ge*u>(%l,0 
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Board Exhibit No. 51-2 

H ETUI - KII KM STKKT, COMPANY 

CAMBKIA PLANT 
CKNKKAL MAN A<SKK'< OKFW'K 


t 


400 


Qxx<k fieEklelvffH- <a 

five. I^moma ^ 0 ^ 4 “ rvtur^ nv^ 

ln|W)4* U-Ojtoo p**li4<UY rry^il 

l%0\L sewiklt $ x \XUo3Zrrv: 

V(vfc pfrlie p&wvrs el Qu^XrV^ 
vM-v. snKrelu Mvael^ru^fe. to 

Go-pe icilDlv TW* ^SW*W 
k)e Ftvr^r* pr^ 

yf[* dip^mcuxL "I'k.-ft Htflt<n\#i ^ 

4 f'fvt §taW finnsyhrcmiit 

to ^trlwCL T&hv* !vc 

to Vlv e. 

T|ve ycdQ<2 aui) nrder rncuj (r& 
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liKTHLEIIEM STEEL COMPANY 

CAMBRIA PLANT 
OKNEKAli MANAGERS OKMCB 


1 


PICU/JL 


U<- <K~- 
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BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 8401 

16775 Board Ex . No. 53 

Memorandum of Agreement between the Amalga¬ 
mated Association of Iron, Steel and Tin Workers 
and the Committee for Industrial Organization, for the 
method of procedure and organizational set-up for the steel 
organizing campaign. 

1. Affiliation. 

The Amalagamated Association of Iron, Steel and Tin 
Workers hereby agrees to affiliate w r ith the Committee for 
Industrial Organization. 

2. Steel Workers Organizing Committee. 

The Steel Workers Organizing Committee shall be com¬ 
posed of such persons as are named by the Chairman of 
the Committee for Industrial Organization, in accordance 
with authority granted to him by the Committee for In¬ 
dustrial Organization. The Steel Workers Organizing 
Committee shall consist of a Chairman and Secretary- 
Treasurer and such additional members as are deemed 
necessary by the Chairman of the Committee for Industrial 
Organization, two of whom shall be from the Amalgamated 
Association of Iron, Steel and Tin Workers. 

3. Poiuers 

The Steel Workers Organizing Committee shall be a 
policy committee, to meet periodically at the call of the 
Chairman of the Committee as conditions and circumstances 
warrant. 

The Steel Workers Organizing Committee shall have 
power to handle all matters relative to the organizing cam¬ 
paign, other than the issuance of charters. The Committee 
and the officers of the Amalgamated Association shall have 
exclusive power to deal with the steel companies 

16776 in order to reach agreements, but this shall not 
abridge the rights of the Amalgamated Association 

in the execution of current wage agreements. 

The Amalgamated Association shall not take any action 
affecting the organizing campaign without first consulting 
and obtaining the sanction of the Chairman of the Com¬ 
mittee. The Committee shall not interfere with nor at¬ 
tempt to direct the other duties of the officers of the Amal¬ 
gamated Association. 


8402 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. Etf)ARD. 

The Steel Workers Organizing Committee may establish 
such advisory committees, consisting of representatives of 
labor organizations who may contribute funds to the Com¬ 
mittee for prosecution of the campaign. 

4. Finances . 

The Committee for Industrial Organization shall contri¬ 
bute such sums of money, up to Five Hundred Thousand 
Dollars ($500,000), as conditions of the organizing cam¬ 
paign warrant. The disbursement of funds shall be made 
by the Secretary-Treasurer, subject to rules promulgated 
by the Steel Workers Organizing Committee. 

5. Dues and Initiation Fees. 

The Steel Workers Organizing Committee shall have 
power to grant dispensation from the payment of initiation 
fees to all persons joining the Amalgamated Association 
during such time as it deems advisable. If the Committee 
changes this policy all initiation fees collected shall be 
placed in its treasury for campaign purposes. 

Dues shall be fixed at $1.00 monthly per member, and 
dues payments shall begin upon a date fixed by the Com¬ 
mittee. If deemed necessary by the Committee money 
16777 collected as dues shall be used in the campaign. 

Nothing contained in this paragraph shall abridge 
the rights of the Amalgamated Association in its relations 
with Lodges now working under wage agreements with em¬ 
ployers. 

6. Termination of Campaign. 

The details incident to the termination of the campaign 
of organization and the disbanding of the Committee shall 
be within the province of the Steel Workers Organizing 
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Committee and the Committee for Industrial Organization, 
acting jointly. 


For the Committee for In¬ 
dustrial Organization. 

JOHN L. LEWIS 
Chairman 
JOHN BROPHY 

(Signature illegible) 

THOMAS KENNEDY 


For the Amalgamated As¬ 
sociation of Iron, Steel and 
Tin Workers. 

THOMAS G. GILLIS 
Vice President . 
EDW. W. MILLER 
Vice President. 
JOSEPH K. GAITHER 
Vice President. 

LOUIS LEONARD 

Secretary-Treasurer 


Washington, D. C. 

June 3, 1936. 

16778 Board Ex. No. 54 


WESTERN UNION 

Eugene Grace, President 
Bethlehem Steel Corporation 
Bethlehem, Pennsylvania 

In view of failure of previous negotiations with representa¬ 
tives of your company to reach understanding as to terms 
of written contract to contain joint signatures of company 
officials and officers of this committee and in view of sub¬ 
sequent strike situation your Cambria Works Johnstown 
Pennsylvania we propose as settlement this entire contro¬ 
versy an election by secret ballot to be conducted under sup¬ 
ervision National Labor Relations Board to determine 
whether majority your employees eligible for membership 
in union desire to designate this committee and its repre¬ 
sentatives as their exclusive agents for collective bargain¬ 
ing purposes in accordance with provisions National Labor 
Relations Act stop If such vote is conducted and a ma¬ 
jority of employees indicated designate union as their col¬ 
lective bargaining representatives you to agree to written 
signed contract embodying terms mutually agreed upon in 
joint conference. 

PHILIP MURRAY, Chairman 
Steel Workers Organizing 
Committee 
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Endorsed: Le 1427 Attempts to Deliver Da 1125PSN 
Da 1049PSO 

WESTERN UNION 

Received at 1937 Jun 16 PM 9 15 

JW287 374 2 Extra CNT Parag and PCTNS 1/141 = 
Wux Johnstown 

Philip Murray, Chairman= Penn 16 8 15 

Steel Workers Organizing Committee report delivery 
Pittsburgh Penn = 3600 Grant Bldg. 

Your telegram of todays date to Eugene Grace has been 
referred to me because I have charge of Labor Relations 
matters here at the Cambria Plant and have had and now 
have authority to act on such matters at this plant stop 

As you indicate in your telegram the question upon which 
I have not been able to agree with your representatives is 
whether we should make a signed agreement with your 
committee stop in our conferences with your representa¬ 
tives we have given full consideration to all arguments pre¬ 
sented by them regarding that subject but we have not 
been convinced that a signed agreement will be of advant¬ 
age to our employees. The community or the company 
stop 

The purpose of an election under the Labor Act is to 
determine representatives of employees for the purpose of 
collective bargaining stop we call to your attention 

16780 the fact that we have never refused to meet to bar¬ 
gain with representatives of your committee on be¬ 
half of those of our employees whom it represents and we 
shall continue to meet your representatives and discuss or 
negotiate with them on any subject relating to wages, hours 
or other conditions of employment or any other subject 
pertaining to employment stop 

ft Your action in calling a strike at this plant is not based 
on any claim that the terms of employment are unsatisfac¬ 
tory but rather for the purpose of forcing our employees 
to join your union and pay for a chance to work stop 

We cannot legally and we will not knowingly be a 
party to the coercing and intimidating of our employees as 
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your telegram in effect asks us to do stop your determina¬ 
tion to coerce and intimidate our employees is clearly 
shown by the lawless methods employed by your corn- 
16781 mittee here at Johnstown stop our employees want 
to work but your organization has sought in every 
way to prevent them from doing so stop your armed pick¬ 
ets have ruthlessly attacked our employees who have at 
great personal peril continued at work stop your pickets 
have intimidated our employees and their families and 
have brought disorder and anarchy into a peaceful city and 
have disrupted the normal life of the entire community= 

S. D. EVANS 

Managements Representative 
Cambria Plant Bethlehem Steel Co. 
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167S8 Board Ex,. No . 58 

Spot announcement for radio, by Mr. Keller of the Steel 
Worker’s Committee—7 p. m. Thursday June 24th, 1937. 

At this point we bring to the microphone Mr. Nelson 
Keller, a member of the Steel Workers Committee, cham¬ 
pioning the back to work moment. 

Mr. Keller 

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen: 

I hope the lifting of martial law means that we will all 
be back at work at once, and peaceably. 

But we’ve started something that we ought to finish—the 
signing of petitions to go back to work. More than 8,000 
names had been signed up to this time, all in scarcely more 
than two days. Let’s finish the job and have something real 
to show to the Senate Committee if that time should come. 

All day tomorrow, from nine to five, wee’ll be taking signa¬ 
tures at seven Johnstown schools. Come down and get 
your name on a petition so that everyone will know you 
too want to go back to work. If you live in Franklin, come 
downtown just the same. This is no time to let up because 
we don’t know what will be needed in the near future. Re¬ 
member: All day tomorrow at seven local school building. 
Thank you. 

16789 Board Ex. No. 59 

Introduction used by Lawrence Campbell June 25th, 1937 j 

Friends of Liberty—and your name is indeed Legion— j 
we are addressing you this evening from the beleagured 
city of Johnstown, scene of a strike without parallel in 
industrial history. Fifteen thousand of our citizens who 
desire to work at their long accustomed jobs are denied that 
privilege by actions which invade their legal rights and i 
threaten to destroy the very principals upon which our na¬ 
tion is founded. 

By proclamation of Gov. George H. Earle, following | 
pressure brought to bear by the C. I. 0., and with no serious | 
disorder nor any prospect of trouble, Johnstown was placed | 
under martial law, and the Bethlehem Steel Corp. Plant, I 
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upon which this city largely depends for its commercial 
life, was “padlocked”. 

After a period of business stagnation resulting from that 
order, restoration of our civic liberties was made at 7:00 
o’clock this morning to the accompaniment of a mass in¬ 
vasion of some four thousand C. I. O. sympathizers from 
points as remote as fifty miles from Johnstown, who re¬ 
sumed their picketing of this plant in defiance of the com¬ 
munity’s right to protection against invasion. 

Because of this totally unnecessary strike and the polit¬ 
ical manoeuvres of an ambitious governor, the community 
of Johnstown is losing $500,000 in weekly payrolls and 
thousands of our workers may be forced to look for relief 
to the Federal dole. 

It is my privilege to present at this time Mr. George 
Griffith, senior member of our city council and spokesman 
for Mayor Daniel Shields, who is kept from appearing by 
the overwhelming press of his official duties at this time. 

Mr. Griffith:— 

Speech Delivered By Mr. George Griffith 
Friends and Fellow Patriots:— 

As a member of the official family of the City of Johns¬ 
town, on behalf of the Mavor and mv fellow members of 
council, I will endeavor to make clear the position of our 
city government in this critical period in the history of our 
city. 

From the first, the Mayor and Council have been harmo¬ 
nious and united in their determination to the full extent 
of their power and influence to maintain peace and good 
order in our city. We do not desire to take part in the 
controversy between strikers and non-strikers of the Beth¬ 
lehem Steel Corporation. We believe that those who de¬ 
sire to "work have a constitutional right to be protected, 
and we believe that those who are on strike have a con¬ 
stitutional right to lefrain from working, and coercion 
should not be permitted to prevent anyone who desires to 
work from doing so nor to compel anyone who wishes to 
refrain from working to w’ork. The purpose of govern¬ 
ment, as we see it, is to protect all law abiding citizens in 
their right either to work or refrain from working. 
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We strongly protest the interference of outsiders in the 
affairs of this normally peaceful city. It is our belief that 
if the management of our mills and the great body of their 
employees are left to settle their differences they will do so 
in a peaceful manner. What trouble we have had has been 
stirred up by outside influences who have no interest in the 
welfare of our city or its industrial workers. 

There is evidence on every hand that the employees of 
the Bethlehem Steel Corporation are practically unanimous 
in their desire to return to work and we know of no good 
reason why they should not be permitted to do so in peace. 
We hope that it wili not be necessary to place peace of¬ 
ficers on our highways and at the mill entrances to pro¬ 
tect these men in the right that every citizen should enjoy 
of the peaceable use of the highways. 

16790 We believe that by the National, State and City 
laws the right of free use of highways is guaranteed 
to all peaceable citizens and that their right to such use 
should be protected first by local officers and in case that 
is not sufficient, then by State officers, and as a last resort, 
by the National Government. 

We, as officers of the city of Johnstown, have every con¬ 
fidence in the ability of our local government with the back¬ 
ing and support of our citizens, if not molested, by out¬ 
side influences, are perfectly capable of taking care of this 
situation, but we do emphatically protest against hired agi¬ 
tators coming into our city and threatening to disrupt law 
and order by calling into the city thousands of non-resi¬ 
dents who are not employed in our mills and have no in¬ 
terest in the city or its industries except to cause trouble 
by direction of non-residents of the city who hoped to 
profit some of them financially, and others, by increased 
political power secured by misleading honest workmen and 
enducing them to create disorder in our city. But, so far 
as the Mayor and members of council have, they will use 
it to the utmost to protect our workmen and their families 
from the threat of these outsiders, brought into our city 
for purposes of intimidating and insulting and harrassing 
our workmen in their families 
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Mr. Campbell:— 

Our next speaker on this program presents another side 
of the picture here in Johnstown. We have heard the point 
of view of an official regarding the attitude of business and 
of the Citizens Committee the championing the cause of 
law and order in the Community. 

Now we hear from men who work in the Steel Company, 
through one of themselves. He brings you the point of 
view of the men who have been kept away from their jobs, 
who have been denied the right to w T ork and to earn a liv¬ 
ing for their families. How do these men feel about it all? 
Let Mr. George Boyd tell you. 

Mr. George Boyd:— 

Speech Delivered by George Boyd 

Thank you, Mr. Campbell. . How do we feel? I didn’t 
know there was any doubt about that! You probably know 
that nearly 10,000 names have been signed to petitions to 
go back to work. 

So I don’t think I’ll take any more of your time than to 
read you a telegram which the Steel Workers Committee 
sent onlv this afternoon to Governor Earle at Harrisburg. 

The telegram reads: 

“Honorable George H. Earle, Harrisburg, Pa. The Steel 
Workers’ Committee appreciates your recalling the order 
closing the Bethlehem Steel plant. We are glad to report 
that the peace has been kept by the workers who were 
forced out of employment by your previous order. The 
preservation of law and order is our first request to you 
under the present conditions. This morning this com¬ 
munity was invaded by a large number of miners whose 
presence certainly can contribute nothing to the guarantee 
of peace. Since these miners are not residents of this 
community, but come from several adjoining counties, we 
suggest that it is a state function to prohibit their future 
assembly in Johnstown under present conditions. The 
members of the Steel Workers’ Committee request that you 
notify officials of the United Mine Workers that gather¬ 
ings of miners from outside of this community will not be 
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permitted and that the police powers of the state will be 
exercised in carrying out this action. 

The telegram was signed by Carl H. Shaffer, chairman, 
and James J. Barnhart, secretary of our committee. 

I want to thank every one in this district who rallied to 
our assistance in this emergency. Thank you. 

16791 Mr. Campbell: 

Next on this program we shall hear from a man who 
has worked untireingly to clarify in the minds of his fel¬ 
low citizens, the situation presented by the strike in this 
city, and to solidify public opinion both in his own cornrnu- 
nty and abroad in determined opposition to any invasion 
of American liberties. 

The hastily erected organization which he directs has 
been responsible for arousing public consciousness to the 
need for giving help to Johnstown in this cause. 

I present Mr. Francis C. Martin, Chairman of the Johns¬ 
town Citizens Committee. 

Speech Delivered By Francis Martin: 

Patriotic and loyal Citizens of Johnstown—Good Friends 
and Neighbors in the Great Commonwealth of Pennsyl¬ 
vania—and all those who have at heart the best interests 
of our nation—speaking for the Citizens’ Committee, I 
desire to express our sincere appreciation for the splendid 
manner in which you have responded to our appeal for 
help in carrying on this fight for fundamental American 
liberty. 

In the fortnight during which our Citizens’ Committee 
has been functioning, there have been received thousands 
of messages expressing sympathy with our cause, and 
hundreds of individuals have contributed to our fund for 
the common defense. 

It is apparent to many of us that the real fight—both 
here in Johnstowm and in other sections of the country 
has just begun, and we, therefore, desire your continued 
keen interest and such other assistance as may be required 
to arouse public sentiment throughout the nation and bring 
to a successful conclusion the battle now being waged 
against those who would set at naught our constitutional 
rights and liberties. 




8418 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 

We have experienced a most unusual situation in our 
community. So far as I know, history contains no record 
of a Governor of any State using has vast police powers 
to keep from work men who want to work, and we dubmit 
that it is no part of the functions of American Government 
to force the individual worker into surrendering his con¬ 
stitutional right to employment where such employment 
exists. 

Everyone in my audience is familiar with the rash of 
“sit-down strikes’’ which erupted in recent months. In 
those unlawful seizures of private property, the “sit-down 
strikers” were permitted to remain in the plants they had 
seized, while those whose duty it was to enforce law coun¬ 
tenanced this behavior and permitted these strikers to be 
provided with food and other necessary comforts. 

In contrast the behavior of constituted authority in those 
instances, how strange it must seem to intelligent persons 
that men here in Johnstown who were determined to re¬ 
main in the plants and continue at work are denied even 
a degree of that privilege, however, when Governor Earle 
“padlocked” the plant gates, and it is that action which 
now commands the attention of this community, our com¬ 
monwealth and the entire nation. 

The Governor’s action is all the more striking and in¬ 
congruous when it is considered that unemployment still 
remains one of the biggest problems for both our state 
and national Governments. After the expenditure of bil¬ 
lions of dollars—which must be paid in taxes levied upon 
every person in the country to care for those out of em¬ 
ployment, the startling fact is there still are millions of 
workmen without jobs and that billions more of dollars 
must be provided through taxation to continue through 
some system of dole. 

16792 What a paradox! Millions of workers without 
jobs, receiving a dole out of taxes taken from their 
fellows, and thousands of men in Johnstown, who have 
jobs but are prevented from going to work. 

It would seem that this situation must resolve itself into 
an expression of one of two things—we will either have 
to return to sanity in government or combat severe con¬ 
sequences. 
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I know of no great country in the world where a larger 
measure of freedom and liberty for all persons prevail 
than in our own beloved America—but those days seem 
swiftly to be drawing to a close. 

If our dear bought liberty and freedom of thought and 
action are to continue, I emphasize that everyone who 
values these privileges must exercise eternal vigilance and 
be prepared to strike—and strike hard—against any act or 
incident of a character such as to make inroad upon the 
rights of individual or collective citizenship. 

Johnstown always has been a law abiding city and it 
remains a city where law is revered. By that very token, 
it is a community which will resist with every power at its 
command the unlawful acts of those who have but little 
interest in Johnstown and seem determined to destroy it. 

Let me again emphasize the motives which actuate our 
citizens in this present struggle. 

We are not arguing for or against the Steel Company 
which employs some 15,000 of our citizens and furnishes 
the economic life blood of this community through it’s one 
half million dollar weekly payroll. 

We take our stand in defense of two fundamental Ameri¬ 
can liberties—the right of local self-government, and the 
right of every worker to pursue his occupation peaceably 
and within the law”. 

The present strike is entirely an organizing strike. 
There was no dispute about wages, hours or working con¬ 
ditions of the employees. 

The strike was called by the C. I. 0. in spite of the 
fact that an overwhelming majority of the workers did not 
want it. And it had as its sole object the forcing of 
workers to join the C. I. 0. 

I repeat—we are not against labor. Rather, we will not 
tolerate interference with the majority of employees of this 
plant in their legal right to work. 

We would not have objected to picketing if the picket¬ 
ing had been done by men from the mills. But as everyone 
knows, the CIO strength was so slight that there would 
have been no picketing at all if that had been the rule. 
What we have objected to is the idea of bringing thousands 
of men from the coal mines of neighboring counties to 
picket our steel mills and keep our men away from work. 
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What possible interest can they have in this community 
except that of disrupting it ? What right have they to come 
here to create disturbances by their presence? 

For it is an undeniable fact that crowds spell trouble 
We have been opposed from the start to any large gather¬ 
ings, of whichever side, just because we all know that 
only a spark is needed to set trouble in motion. And there 
is always the possibility that some hot-headed act will pro¬ 
vide that spark. We saw it happen a week or so ago. We 
know perfectly well that it can happen again. We do not 
intend that it shall, if we can help it, and if the Gov¬ 
ernor of this commonwealth will give us the protection 
to human life to which we are entitled under the Constitu¬ 
tion and the laws of this state. 

16793 Late last night rumor flew swiftly to the effect 
that a large horde of union coal miners was advanc¬ 
ing upon Johnstown again and would invade the city and 
lay siege to the mills at five or 5:30 o’clock in the morning. 
The report proved true. Daylight had scarcely come when 
the sound of motor horns signalled the arrival of the first 
contingent. Before long, an estimated total of four thou¬ 
sand miners had arrived, hundreds of them being assigned 
to maim a close-knit picket line. With part of the state 
police force about to be withdrawn, with martial law being 
lifted officially at seven o’clock the same morning, was it 
any wonder that the citizens of this community were greatly 
disturbed? And if they were disturbed, the citizens who 
had nothing directly to do with the steel mills, what of the 
men who have been pleading for a chance to go back to 
work in them? They have plenty of courage. That was 
shown when thousands of them continued to go to work 
despite picketing. But to have a new invasion come on 
the heels of the lifting of martial law, to feel that perhaps 
this new development might lead only to new spilling of 
blood and the possibility of martial law again being pro¬ 
claimed, with the mills once more closed.Can you 

visualize how the workers felt early this morning as they 
heard the miners’ caravan pass their homes on its way 
into the city? 

And yet, ladies and gentlemen—for these men do not 
turn back easily—morning had scarcely begun before the 
loyal workers of the mills were on duty in seven of the 
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city’s schools, taking signatures to petitions, and other 
workers were streaming into those schools, so that the 
additional signatures of those men eager to return to 
work, asking only that the mills be opened, added more 

thousands. And tonight we realize-what the workers 

told us from the start-that really only a few hundred 

men ever were affected by the CIO agitation.Of the 

15,000 men who have jobs in the Cambria mills, fully 12,000 
wish to have nothing to do with any union, but want the 
right granted under the Constitution of the United States 

.the right to have a job and earn a livelihood for 

their families, without interference, without question, cer¬ 
tainly without reference to any group outside the mills or 
the county, or the state. 

Our whole attitude in this situation well may be expressed 
through the reported declaration of Gov. Davy of Ohio as 
carried in today’s dispatches: 

“We cannot waver. Our clear duty is to give every as¬ 
sistance to the local authorities to prevent lawlessness of 
every description. The rights of all citizens’ must be pro¬ 
tected. 

The people as a while sustain the Government and make 
it’s continuity possible. Government must not abdicate 
it’s sovereign powers and responsibility to any who chal¬ 
lenge it’s existence. 

The right to work is sacred. The right to strike is 
equally valid. Those who want to return to their employ¬ 
ment shall enjoy the privilege, without being molested. 
Those who wish to remain on strike certainly are entitled 
to do so, and to continue any and all lawful practices. 

Law and order are so elemental in their relation to the 
rights of man and the preservation of organized society, 
that they rise above every other consideration among a 
free people. The safe-guarding of our liberties, individu¬ 
ally and collectively, is a priceless heritage for our children 
and the millions of future Americans yet unborn.” 

If those who seemingly seek the destruction of our com¬ 
munity should succeed in their efforts, it would be one of the 
greatest tragedies in the history of our country. For, if 
this thing can happen in Johnstown, it can happen any¬ 
where. 
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16794 The world at large knows the tragedies of which 
Johnstown has been victim. Floods which twice ren¬ 
dered our community prostrate and a depression from 
which we are just beginning to emerge. Notwithstanding 
these distresses, Johnstown people consistently have shown 
heroism and a faith in their city that no where can be ex¬ 
celled. And this heroism and faith will win through in the 
situation now inflicted upon us by a strike. 

I firmly believe in the manhood and womanhood of Johns¬ 
town—that its people who have lived here all their lives 
and who, through hard work and thrift have acquired 
homes, will not permit foreign invasion of any kind to rob 
them of their earnings of a lifetime. 

We, who love our city and our country will continue to 
protest and fight against tyranny such as that which 
brought this nation into being, and in waging this battle 
we ask your continued assistance and support in order that 
the thing so many are coming to dread shall not happen 
here. 

I suppose many of you saw and read the full-page ad¬ 
vertisement of protest which the Citizens Committee pre¬ 
pared and published in 40 newspapers in 25 of the large 
cities east of the Mississippi. You may have wondered 
what effect theis would have, what results would be ob¬ 
tained in responses to the appeal. To tell the truth, we 
have all been so busy that we have almost lost sight of these 
responses .... but they have been tremendous. 

More than 1,000 letters of commendation, most of them 
containing contributions, have been received from nearly 
every state east of the Mississippi, since the advertisement 
was published on Thursday. 

A thousand or more such messages, many with gifts, 
hundreds with signed coupons enrolling in the Citizens 
Committee, have been received, and more coming in every 
mail. 

Seventeen persons signed this telegram from New York: 
“We, as citizens of the United States, congratulate you on 
your courageous stand for law and order against tyranny 
and coercion—the stand made necessary by the failure of 
public authority to defend our constitutional rights.” 

From Philadelphia: “It is encouraging to know that we 
have citizens with courage enough to fight.” 
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But to go on. From Detroit we have this telegram: 
“Let me add my protest to the intolerable treatment which 
has been given Johns towm by the state government.” 

Boston, Mass.: “Every American should do his best to 
help you and our cause.” 

Brooklyn, N. Y.: From 21 citizens who understand what 
Americanism means.” This also accompanied by a contri¬ 
bution of considerable size. 

New York: “The citizens of your community are now in 
a plight more terrible than your recent flood disaster. Then 
their lives and property were endangered by powders over 
which human elements had little control. Now their lives, 
liberty and the right to enjoy hapiness are endangered by 
powers that can and will be controlled when fair-minded, 
honest Americans are aroused to action.” 

I submit to you, men and women of Johnstown, and 
Pennsylvania, do you begin to fathom the depth of feeling 
that lies in human beings, both oppressed and defenders? 
We shall not soon forget this response, from people who 
understand that it is a principle for which we are fight¬ 
ing-the right of a man to work. 

Good Night: 

16795 Martial law was lifted from our city at 7:00 o’clock 
this morning. Prior to that hour, several thousand 
miners invaded our city—for what purpose? Why and 
under what authority should this army be sent to a peaceful 
city? 

Is it possible—can it be possible—that John L. Lewis has 
gained ascendency to the degree that he is free to inflict 
an army on any people he may select? 

Does John L. Lewis now have vested authority greater 
than that of the Governor? 

Is John L. Lewis now actually a Dictator for the Ameri¬ 
can people? If he is, should not the Governor and all 
others vested with civil authority resign? This would re¬ 
move a great tax burden from our tax payers. 

Of course if this were done it might be that thousands 
more would be on the dole list, but why not? Is their 
right to work and receive pay greater than that of our mill- 
workers, who were not only willing to work, but who were 
so determined to work, that they endured the slurs and 
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abuses of the picket-line as they fought their way through 
the lines until they got through the mill-gates ? 

Those who are unwilling to work have that right, but 
in doing so they should not inflict their maintenance on 
those who are working. As a matter of fact, they have 
chosen the easier life, which is alright if they can get away 
with it. Ever since the days of Adam, man has been re¬ 
quired by his Great Creator to work as a punishment for his 
disobedience. So far as I know, that command has not been 
rescinded by the one who gave it. 

I wish it were otherwise, if it would work out satisfacto¬ 
rily. I have worked hard for fifty years and the honest truth 
is, I am tired, and were it not for my interest in behalf of 
our country, humanity, and self-respect, I would strike also. 
But if I did, I assure you that I would not wantonly molest 
those who wanted to work, for my intelligence convinces 
me that I would have to depend on them for my existence. 

Finally, the sole object of the Citizens’ Committee is to 
assist our civil authorities in their problem of maintaining 
law and order; then, too, we are intensely interested in the 
peaceful welfare of every other community throughout our 
land and in the preservation of our Government itself, and 
may God assist us in preserving America for Americans. 

Good Night. 

16796 Board Ex. No. 60. 

Opening 

Ladies and gentlemen/ the Citizens of Johnstown are on 
the air./// We present Mr. Lawrence W. Campbell/ Sec¬ 
retary of the Johnstown Citizens Committee/ who will in¬ 
troduce the speakers./// Mr. Campbell./// 

Station Closing 

The views expressed during this program are those of 
the speakers and do not necessarily represent the views of 
the station to which you are listening./// 

This program originated in the studios of WJAC Johns¬ 
town/ over the facilities of the Quaker Network. /// 
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16797 Connor Introduction 

June 26th, 1937. 

The first speaker is Fulton I Connor/ a member of the 
city council of Johnstown./// Through his long residence 
in Johnstown and in his official capacity Mr. Connor has 
had an opportunity to know well every phase of Johns¬ 
town life./// I am now going to ask him to tell you how 
he feels about the kind of folks who live in Johnstown./// 
Councilman Connor./// 

Councilman Fulton 1 Connor's Speech 

The history of Johnstown has always been that of a 
law-abiding city./// Our population is unusally stable. 
Many of our families represent generations of citizenship 
in this community. Large numbers of the men in the Beth¬ 
lehem Steel plant are following the occupations of their 
fathers in that same mill. Others are working side by side 
with parents, with brothers, and cousins. We have a mini¬ 
mum of floating population, which you know speaks volumes 
for the good character of any town. Johnstown has always 
before been able to take care of itself. We are confident 
that Johnstown is still able to solve its own problems, be 
they fire or flood or differences of opinion on labor ques¬ 
tions. But we do not feel that we should be required to 
tolerate the presence of invaders who are here for the 
avowed purpose of forcing their own will upon our citizens 
who work in the mill. If we can be assured that these 
invaders will be stopped before they can mobilize on our 
city streets, Johnstown -will have no more trouble, our mills 
can be reopened at full capacity and our workers can have 
restored to them their constitutional right to work un¬ 
molested, and our community will once more be made safe 
for them and for the women and children in the homes of 
Johnstown. T pray that the assurance of this happy day 
may soon come to us. 

Mr. Campbell 

We have tonight another member of the Steel Workers 
Committee—a man, incidentally, who is already back at 
work in the Cambria olant. He is one of the men who have 
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been loyally rallying their forces, insisting upon their con¬ 
stitutional right to go back to work and to be protected. 

His name is Nelson Keller. Mr. Nelson Keller. 

Address of Steel Workers Committee 

Thank you, Mr. Campbell. Citizens of Johnstown and 
of Pennsylvania. I just want to say this: The issue of 
the right of a man to work has been stated already, better 
than I could state it. The whole country realizes today 
that Johnstown has gone through something that no other 
city has ever experienced, but something that . . if they 
were to get away with this . . . might happen to any other 
city. There isn’t an American living vrho will stand for 
being denied the right to earn a living for this family, nor 
for violence and coercion intended to keep him from work. 
I don’t care whether he wears overalls or a high collar; 
every independent-thinking man feels the same way about 
these things. 

We’re back at work, thank God. The steel mills have 
reopened and are being pushed up to normal capacity as 
fast as it can be done. I’m a roller myself. There was 
scarcely a man in my department out on strike when mar¬ 
tial law closed the mills down. Thousands of the men are 
back, and more will be back by early next week. Let up 
hope that we can keep on working. The Lord knows we 
need to. 

If another invasion should come—-Well, it had better not! 
We in Johnstown can get along without the interference 
of groups that have no interest whatever in Johnstown. 
Just to prove that at least 12,000 of us have always wanted 
to work, we are going right ahead signing petitions to that 
effect. Scores were downtown early today seeking peti¬ 
tions. From now to next Monday night, all day and up to 
9 o’clock, we are going to sign up workers in room 304 
at the Swank building, and any steel worker who hasn’t 
signed up so far can do so easily by just coming to that 
room. 

Thank you. 
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16798 Substitute Radio Copy for Last Half of the 
Steel Workers Committee Talk 

Folks, we’ve told the Senate Committee that twelve thou¬ 
sand of the fifteen thousand workers in the Cambria plant 
want to go back to work, and if it should happen that there 
is a Senate hearing on the Johnstown mill closing, we want 
to be ready to prove it. 

Already more that nine thousand names have been 
signed to petitions asking to go back to work. Just be¬ 
cause the mills are reopening is no reason for stopping. 
We intend to finish the job and see that from eleven to 
twelve thousand names are signed. Thank you. Be sure 
your name is on these petitions. We’ve finished the sign¬ 
ing at the schools, but we have headquarters in room 304 
in the Swank building, where we will be all Sunday and 
Monday, as well as tonight, up to 9 o ’clock each night. See 
that you sign up. Room 304 in the Swank Building. 

Introducing Rev . Stanton by Mr . Campbell 

While we here in Johnstown were directly hit by Gov¬ 
ernor Earle’s “Padlocking” of the Cambria plant, it was 
realized that the interest of citizens all over this Common¬ 
wealth also were concerned. 

If that could happen here, it also could happen else¬ 
where ; and unless public opinion were aroused, our elected 
representatives would continue to give in weakly to the 
threats of noisy minorities. 

In directing our appeal to patriotic citizens in all sections 
of the state for help in this fight, no one person in Johns¬ 
town has been more indefatigible than the Rev. Dr. John 
Hubert Stanton, pastor of the Westmont Presbyterian 
Church. 

A member of the Citizens’ Committee, he has represented 
the interests of all here in Johnstown in a manner befitting 
a man whose first consideration is the spiritual and moral 
welfare of a community. 

I take pleasure in presenting to you Dr. Stanton. 

Dr. Stanton’s Speech 

The theme upon which I wish to base my remarks this 
evening is “the most powerful man in America”. Who 
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is he? Where does he live? What is his name? Is he the 
president of our country? No/ the office of the president 
is but a temporary one. It is a tradition more binding than 
any written law that in four years or eight years at the 
most he shall give up his office and become a common citi¬ 
zen. Is is the newspaper editor who helps to shape public 
thought and policies? No, his power is great but some¬ 
times the editorial opinion of our country is almost un¬ 
animous for or against some issue but the issue is decided 
in another way. Is is the man who speakes to millions 
over the radio? No. His power is tremendous and far 
reaching but there is still one more powerful than he. Who 
then is the most powerful man in America? His name is 
“Mr. Average Citizen”. He lives in your town and mine. 
He lives on your street. He is your neighbor. Indeed he 
is you. 

The tremendous power of Mr. Average Citizen has re¬ 
cently been demonstrated in our city of Johnstown, Penn¬ 
sylvania. Thousands of the citizens of our city, those who 
are our neighbors, our friends, the people whose faces and 
names we know were by a strange and vicious succession 
of events suddenly deprived of that which is one of the 
most precious and inalienable rights men can have, the right 
to labor and support their loved ones. This right was 
autocratically seized from them without their will or con¬ 
sent or the chance to defend themselves. They were work¬ 
ing in the mills of the Bethlehem Steel Corporation. They 
were satisfied with wage rates, working hours, and gen¬ 
eral working conditions. The making of steel is not a little 
pink paradise but steel men know that and though it is 
hard work calling for strong men, they like it and usually 
stick to it all of their lives. But these our fellow citizens 
and neighbors the Bethlehem Steel workers of Johnstown 
were forced out of their jobs by an organization called the 
C. I. 0. whose aim was not to improve their conditions in 
live but rather to gain their membership and the right to 
assess them for dues. They protested, with a magnificient 
daring they persisted at their jobs. They were cursed, they 
were threatened, they were spat upon, they were subjected 
to humiliations beyond description but they knew that they 
wanted to work and they kept at work. It was for this 
reason, the persistance of the workers themselves, that the 
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strike was a failure from the beginning. At this junc- 
16799 ture a new and entirely unexpected factor was 
brought into the situation in opposition the the steel 
workers. The governor of their state, whose oath of office 
had bound him to uphold and defend their rights as citi¬ 
zens of a soverign state, in collusion with the organization 
that was trying to gain them, with one bold and autocratic 
stroke of his pen turned these thousands of workers away 
from their jobs and stationed policemen in front of the 
gates to see that they did not go back to work. The smoke 
stopped pouring from the stacks. The sky at night was no 
longer lighted by the beautiful glow from the open hearth 
furnaces and Johnstown which a short time before had been 
a peaceful, happy and thriving city become a place of hope¬ 
lessness and despair. Men who a few hours before were 
working with vigor and contentment were now seen stand¬ 
ing on the street corners or wheeling baby carriages along 
the streets with a look of bewilderment on their faces. 

And it was now that the most powerful man in America, 
Mr. Average Citizen, stepped into the picture. A group 
of them in Johnstown representing all classes of people, 
the educated and the illiterate, the poor and those of more 
ample means, banded themselves together and sw T ore to 
stick together until they had told the whole country of the 
outrage which had been perpetrated upon their fellow citi¬ 
zens, and they knew that the thing which had happened 
to their neighbors might happen to others any where in 
the United States, so that the citizens in Johnstown pur¬ 
chased space in more than twenty national papers with 
a national circulation throughout the country. 

They sent out forty thousand letters, they told the story 
over the radio, they appealed for help in order to make it 
possible for them to keep telling their story. 

And the most powerful man in America not only told 
this story but he heard the story, and he responded. This 
thing called public opinion w’hich is Mr. Average Citizens 
tool sprang into life: Letters started pouring in to Johns¬ 
town from far and near. Checks and cash started com¬ 
ing in. 

Mr. Average Citizen had a last risen in all of his majesty 
and he was saying from Maine to California “We stand to¬ 
gether, and we are enraged by the thing that has happened 
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in Johnstown. Our fellow citizens, under the same flag and 
with the same desires and purposes cannot be treated that 
way. No one organization can possess the body and soul 
of the American working man. He is free and he shall 
remain free. No Governor of any state in the Union take 
away from a man his right to work. 

And so Mr. Average Citizen rose and spike and asserted 
his power, and the mills were opened again and men went 
back to work where they belonged and where they wanted 
to be. 

If you believe in tne freedom of the American working 
man, if you want to keep him unfettered and free from 
bondage, will you join us in this crusade for the workers 
of America. It costs much to tell our story. We have 
spent much but w'e need to spend more but our cause is 
just and we shall not abandon it. Send you contribution 
whether it is large or small to George C. Rutledge, trea¬ 
surer of the Citizens Committee, Box H, Johnstown Penn¬ 
sylvania. Will you help us? Will you help defend the 
rights of labor. Good night and I thank you for the help 
I know you will give us. 

16800 Radio Program by the Citizens Committee of 
Johnstown 6:00 6:30 June 27th, 37 

Star Spangled Banner 

Opening Announcement 

Ladies and gentlemen/ the Citizens of Johnstown are on 
the air./// 

The speaker this evening is the Rev. Dr. John Hubert 
Stanton, pastor of the Westmont Presbyterian church and 
member of the Citizens Committee. Dr. Stanton will be with 
us in a few minutes; and in the meantime we will listen to 
the transcribed strains of the soothing and restful Schu¬ 
bert’s beloved “Ave Maria”. 

44 Praise Ye the Lord”—an old favorite is heard next. 

Our speaker, who is well known to Johnstown and the 
surrounding community, has arrived and we now will hear 
the Rev. Dr. John Hubert Stanton, pastor of the Westmont 
Presbyterian Church. Dr. Stanton. 

You have just heard the Rev. Dr. John Hubert Stanton in 
an exposition of the principles advanced by the Johnstown 
Citizens’ Committee. 
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Onward Christian Soldiers. 

Stars and Stripes Forever. 

Station Closing 

The views expressed during this program are those of 
the speaker, and do not necessarily represent the views of 
the station to which you are listening. This is station 
WJAC, Johnstown. We are not leaving the air until 8:30 
tomorrow morning. 

16801 Rev. Stanton—June 27th, 1937 

My friend, it was almost one year ago that the C. I. 0. 
organizers first descended upon Johnstown to work among 
the men employed in the mills of the Bethlehem Steel Cor¬ 
poration and to try to induce them to sign up with their or¬ 
ganization. They have w T orked here during the past twelve 
months without opposition from either the citizens of Johns¬ 
town or the Steel Company. They have been free to go to 
the homes of the steel workers, to address meetings of them, 
and to influence them in any proper manner that they could. 
You would expect that after almost twelve months of effort, 
if they had a story worth telling, and an organization that 
was worth joining, they would have met with at least fair 
success in getting members. But the fact is that the steel 
workers, w T ho as a group are not men to be easily led, did 
not respond with any enthusiasm to the efforts of the or¬ 
ganizers. And it was as a result of the failure of these men 
to get their organization started here by peaceful and pacific 
means, that they finally resorted to coercion and violence 
and started calling strikes and endeavoring by every man¬ 
ner which their master strategist John L. Lewis could sug¬ 
gest to them, to force the steel men to affiliate with them. 
It was at this point, and only until this point was reached, 
when violence was resorted to, that the citizens of Johns¬ 
town came into the situation, and declared that they were 
prepared to defend with their collective might and money, 
the right of their fellow citizens, the steel workers, to join 
the union or to stay out, to strike if that was what they 
wanted or to keep working if that was what they wanted, 
but at least these men w^ere to be free men to do as they 
pleased. That was our position when we first organized 
the Citizens and Steel Workers Committee and that is our 
position today. And the reason why we are still fighting 
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and intend to keep on fighting for this important point, is 
that although our mills are now working, and the great 
majority of our men are back at their jobs, we are still faced 
with the treat of the men who work in the mines, sweeping 
into our city and trying to disrupt the peace and tranquil¬ 
ity of our city, and to frighten their fellow workmen, tlie 
mill workers, away from their jobs. And we hereby serve 
notice on Mr. Lewis and all of his lieutenants, that as long 
as they continue to encourage these frequent invasions of 
our city, we intend to use every facility at our disposal, in 
our city, state and country to arouse public indignation and 
to create public sentiment against them. 

There is one thing that people dispise everywhere, and 
that is a poor looser. And if I were John L. Lewis and had 
taken as sound a licking as he has taken during the past 
two weeks in Johnstown, I would acknowledge defeat and 
try to organize some other industry. There must be a few 
left that he has not tried to organize. If he cannot get any¬ 
where with the steel workers, why doesn’t he start in the 
pickle makers, or the cheese tasters, or the pretzel benders. 
But no, his policy apparently is to keep worrying us by as¬ 
saulting our gates with constant invasions of miners. It ac¬ 
complishes nothing. It is the last stand of a defeated leader. 
But regardless of that fact, we as citizens, the mill work¬ 
ers, mothers, and merchants do not intend to surrender our 
rights to live here without being harassed by these constant 
threats. 

We intend to carry the justice of our cause to the hearts 
and consciences of the American people until this thing 
stops. As to the miners themselves, I lived among them for 
a number of years. I have eaten in their homes, and I ad¬ 
mire them immensely. I think that as a group they are just 
about the finest to be found, and I cannot understand why 
they permit themselves to be lead on these wild raiding ex¬ 
peditions against their fellow laborers, the mill workers. 
The mill workers and the miners have the same ends in life. 
They enjoy the same pleasures, eat the same food and have 
the same hopes and desires; and I think it is contemptible 
beyond any words that I could speak that men who have 
never lived in this region, and whose only interest in Johns¬ 
town and vicinity is a very selfish one, should come down 
into these valleys and should try to arran one classs of 
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workers against another. And I do not think that the min¬ 
ers themselves are going to stand for it very long. It if 
understand their courage and their sense of fair play, as 1 
think I understand them, I predict that in the very near 
future you are going to witness a revolt on the part of the 
miners themselves against the high handed and ruthless 
treatment which they have been receiving from the man who 
professes to be their friend and leader. I do not think that 
the miners 'who have their bills to meet, the mouths of their 
babies to feed, and their wives to support, and the future 
to make secure are going to stand much longer for those un¬ 
righteous and unwarranted assessments, and the fines they 
have to pay and the expense and disgrace of these raids 
against their fellow laborers, the mill workers. Mr. Lewis 
is going to discover soon, as I believe he is discov- 
16802 ering now, that there is a limit to human endurance; 

that you can fool men for a time, but not forever; and 
that the miners are not goint to stand for being herded like 
so many cattle, and driven out on a raid. The miners are 
men of understanding and intelligence. They are loyal to 
one another, and to all of that great fraternity of American 
workmen, and because I know these things out of my own 
experience with them and love for them, I dare to predict 
that Mr. Lewis is going to find that he is faced with a genu¬ 
ine and determined revolt before many days and weeks have 
elapsed. This week the men in Johnstown are going to their 
work in the mills as they have done for years past, and the 
merchants are going to their stores, and the children are 
going to their play. And if the miners decide to come to¬ 
morrow, or the next day, or any day, we shall be prepared 
for anything that may happen; but we shall not allow the 
normal activity of our business and industrial life to be in¬ 
terfered -with. We feel a sense of security in the hands of 
Mayor Shields and Captain Clark. 

The Citizens and steel workers of Johnstown, and the 
thousands who have joined -with them from Maine to Cali¬ 
fornia, are on the march. They are engaged in a crusade 
for the freedom of the workingman. They believe in the 
integrity and the majesty of labor. And they intend to 
keep on saying, as they have been saying during recent 
days, that no man and no organization has a right to pos¬ 
sess the sould and the body of the workingman. He is free, 


! 

I 
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and he shall remain free. And no governor of any state 
shall take from a man that which God and the laws of our 
glorious country have guaranteed to him, the right to work. 

If you believe in the justice of this cause, and if you want 
to join with us in this crusade, will you send a contribution 
to George C. Rutledge, Treasurer of the Citizens and Steel 
Workers Committee, Box II, Johnstown. It costs much to 
tell our story, but the cause is a just one and we shall not 
abandon it. 

Good night, and I thank you for the help I know you will 
give us. 

16803 Board Ex. No. 62 

Citizens and Steel Workers Committee Program 

Jwne 28th, 1937 

Opening:— 

The Citizens of Johnstown are on the air. 

Star Spangled Banner 

Ladies and Gentlemen—Again the residents of Johns¬ 
town—through their Citizens and Steel Workers Commit¬ 
tee—present for your judgment the issues raised by Gov¬ 
ernors Earle’s unwarranted “padlocking” of the Cambria 
Steel plant. 

We have the pleasure now of hearing the Reve. Dr. John 
Hubert Stanton, pastor of the Westmont Presbyterian 
Church in Johnstown. 

You have just heard the Rev. Dr. John Hubert Stanton, 
speaker on the program presented by the Citizens and Steel 
Workers Committee of Johnstown. 

America 1:29 

Spirit of Independence 2:52 

Stars and Stripes 3:20 

Closing 

The views expressed during this program are those of 
the speaker and do not necessarily represent the views of 
the station to which you are listening. 

This program originated in the studios of WJAC Johns¬ 
town over the facilities of the Quaker network. 
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16804 Rev . Stantons Speech—June 28th, 1937 

My friends, I feel that the first word which is spoken 
tonight should be one of sincere appreciation and grati¬ 
tude for the magnificent way in which our fellow citizens 
throughout the state of Pennsylvania and indeed through¬ 
out the nation have responded and are still responding 
to Johnstown’s appeal for help in her defence of liberty 
and justice. It has been a wonderful demonstration of the 
fact that the American public is fundamentally sound at 
heart and that it does not intend to surrender its rights 
and liberties to any person, party or power. When justice 
cannot be gained by appearling to constitutional authority, 
there is always one last resort, which is the bar of public 
opinion. And the reason why Johnstown was compelled to 
carry her case and her plight to the public at large was that 
when she appealed for justice to that source from which she 
had most reason to expect it, the Governor of our state, 
she was given an imposed martial law, which closed our 
steel mills, took bread and butter away from thousands of 
the steel workers and their dependents and virtually para¬ 
lyzed the business life of our city. It may be but a school 
boy’s fancy, but I had always supposed that government is 
instituted for the protection, security and benefit of the peo¬ 
ple. And when organized government as represented by 
the governor of the state acts to deprive the people of their 
security and rights as free citizens of a commonwealth, it 
ceases to be democratic government and becomes autocracy. 

And that is exactly the thing that happened in the case 
of Johnstown a few days ago. Our workers in the Bethle¬ 
hem Steel Corporation had demonstrated by a overwhelm¬ 
ing majority that they did not wish to affiliate with the 
C. I. 0. And it is to their eternal credit that they took 
this stand in the face of tremendous pressure and opposi¬ 
tion. I tell you it takes a good deal of courage to keep 
going back to your job from day to day when you are in¬ 
sulted and cursed and spat upon and when your life and 
loved ones are being threatened. But steel men are brave 
men, and with a sublime determination they stuck to their 
jobs and the C. I. 0. so far as Johnstown was concerned was 
licked to a frazzle. And it was then that Mr. Lewis played 
the last card in his pack to save the situation for the C. I. 0. 
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here. He threatened like Senecherrib of old to sweep down 
like a beast on the fold with 40,000 miners to demoralize the 
Steel workers and the entire city and to force the closing 
of the mills. It was only a bluff. We have since checked with 
many of the mine unions surrounding Johnstown only to 
discover that most of them had not even been advised of 
this miner’s march on a helpless city. But we did not 
know this at the time and an appeal was sent to the Gov¬ 
ernor for state troops to protect the city from the possible 
violence which might result from the presence of this vast 
army of miners in our city. And mind you, the request was 
not for martial law, and certainly not for the closing of 
the mills but only for troops that we had a right to ask 
for in our emergency. And when we discovered that the 
Governor contemplated taking this drastic, unwarranted 
and unnecessary step we entreated him in every possible 
way not to do it, but it was all futile, and we awoke in 
the morning to find the mills closed and evacuated and 
state patrolmen guarding the streets with nothing to guard 
them against, and ready to quell disorder that did not 
exist, for the miners had not come and were not coming. 
It was all a farce, but a pretty tragic one so far as Johns¬ 
town was concerned. You see, something had happened in 
Johnstown which was almost without paralell in the history 
of our country. The noble office of Governor had been 
used not to uphold the expressed will of the majority but 
to enforce upon our citizens the will of a small minority 
by the use of the military forces of the state. 

And today Johnstown would be in a desperate situation 
with business at a standstill if it were not for that tre¬ 
mendously potent thing called public opinion or rather I 
should call it public indignation. For when that started to 
register in the proper place, the martial law was lifted, 
the mills were permitted to reopen and the men went back 
to work by the thousands and today the mills are operating 
at almost the same rate as when the strike was first called. 
And that is the reason why we say that we are so grateful 
to the great mass of citizens throughout the country who 
rallied to our side when our rights as citizens were ruth¬ 
lessly violated. 

In a controversy such as this one has been, there is al¬ 
ways the danger of a good deal of misunderstanding about 
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issues and facts. I have tried to present to you again 
the facts in the case as you have heard them before and 
have read them in the newspapers but I want to take a 
few moments to try to clarify for you one or two of the 
pertinent issues in this case. 

16805 In the first place many people will ask, as I know 
they have been asking already, why should the citi¬ 
zens of an industrial city take the side of the corporation 
against the union. I have received many letters personally 
asking me that very question. And our reply is that we do 
not regard the C. I. O. as a true labor union. A labor 
union is an organization whose aim is to see that the work¬ 
ing men receive a larger share of the good things of this 
world. That means permanence of employment, higher 
wages, fewer working hours, and the pleasanted working 
conditions. And when any organization asks for these 
things for the working man, I am with them first last and 
all the time. And those are the matters which have been 
points of tension between capital and labor in past indus¬ 
trial conflicts. 

But in this conflict, Mr. Lewis wants not so much hap¬ 
piness and security for the working nab as ge wants the 
closed shop and the check off for the C. I. 0. and incalcu- 
able power for John L. Lewis. The closed shop and the 
check off are devices which turn fee men in to serfs and 
they would give Mr. Lewis unlimited power and resources, 
more power in fact than it is safe for any man to have 
it we expect to keep in the future our present democratic 
and representative form of government. Therefore, I can¬ 
not be too emphatic in declaring to you that the citizens 
and steel workers Committee of Johnstown is not standing 
with the corporation and against the union but rather with 
the laboring man and against his greatest enemy, the C. I. 0. 

If a tree is known by its fruits then the C. I. 0. has 
nothing to offer to working men except servitude, strikes 
and sorrow. And the American working man has not a 
hopeful future to look forward to until this organization 
is restrained and made subject to constitutional authority. 
And it is my own humble prediction that the final overthrow 
of the C. I. 0. will come not from the opposition and pres¬ 
sure from the outside, but from the revolt and dissention 
within the organization itself. For men who have ever 
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known what freedom is are not going to stand forever for 
being treated as helpless pawns in the hands of a master 
who is using them to achieve his own selfish ends. The end 
of this thing may be nearer than we suppose. If the shrewd 
comment of a big husky Italian which was made to a friend 
of mine this afternoon is true than that is the case. He 
was asked if he was going to join the C. I. 0. and he said, 
“No, the C. I. 0. She Bust 

My friends, this is not Johnstown’s problem alone. It is 
the problem of all citizens who believe in the freedom, the 
majesty and the integrity of labor. We are simply saying 
and ask you to join with in saying boldly and without 
hesitation and no man and no organization has the right 
to possess the body and the sould of the working man. 
He is free and he shall remain free. And no Governor of 
any state has a right to take from a man that which God 
and the laws of our glorious Country have guaranteed to 
him, which is the right to work. If you believe in the 
justice of this cause, you join hands with us by sending a 
contribution, even though it has to be a small one, to the 
Treasurer, of our Citizens’ and Steel Workers’ Committee, 
Mr. George C. Rutledge, Box H, Johnstown, Pennsylvania. 
Will you help us to defend the rights of our working, your 
working men, and working men throughout land. 

Goodnight, and I thank you for the help which I know 
you will give. 
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KETCHUM. MAC LEOD & GROVE. INC. 

ADVERTISING 

ATlaadc MOO 

KOPPERS BUILDING 
PITTSBURGH 



<5.Jokaatowm Cltlsaaa CmlttM 

John* to to, pnuTlTaia July 0, 1037 


gBPipKB «ng? 


1x4* i4t., dllantoaa Ckrealcla and Juaa 88) 
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1x4* adr., Fklladalpkla Fuklla Lsdfsr. JUaa 84) 
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D4VOICS 


K.ETCHUM. MAC LEOD & GROVE INC 

ADVERTISING 

ATUartt 1100 

HOPPERS BUILDING 
PITTSBURGH 


Jehaetovn Cltlaame 


(Sadi© coat.) 


1/4 br. bnw4otit| W.J.A.C , Jobiitov, JXido SO.**.>•«.....*$ 3T.80 

19 alaato broadcast, Jus* to, 193T - Tj30 te T:48 P.M. oa 
the folios lac atatlona: 

W7IL - Philadelphia wra» - Read lac 

WAV - allaatoam VIST • Xaataa 

1421 - Baalatoa KU1 - Loaaaator 

1BRZ - Vllkaa-Barra IBP - Harrisburg 

HUT • llllloaaport SJAC • Johaatom 
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KETCHUM. INC. 
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Board Exhibit No. 65 
ciTizms cctonira. joumstowh. ppka. 

8TATP«B«T OF CASH RECEIPTS A.VD PISBURSrag.TS 
jtt:g 26. 1937 TO SErTDTO 27, 1937 I.UCL. 


KECKIPTSi 


Contribution 

962,576.79 


Poot-dotod Ch»oka rod*pool tod 

10.00 

$62,666.76 

BURSEMB.TSi 

Publioity 

$49,744.64 


Inoootl cation 

600.00 


Poo toe* * 1 lolling 

2,167.80 


Stool Uorkera Co—dttaa 

760.00 


Clorlool Solorloo 

581.00 


Printing A Stationary 

427.00 


Offloo Supplloo * lt,i-ponoo 

76.20 


Offloo fiODtol 

22.60 


Tolophono 

240.75 


Tolosrm 

217.10 


Trooollac 

561.21 


Lltornturo 

37.60 


Luaahoo, ft*. 

170.96 


Bonk Soroloo Charga 

42.46 


Cltloono National re—dttoo 

4,000.00 


Poot-dotod Chooko 
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$69,566.62 

BALANCE OK DEPOSIT. SEPT* 27, 1997 WITH 
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$ 6.026.21 
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TOLL SERVICE AND OTHER CHARGES 
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EXPLANATION OF CODE 
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M Messenger Call Rate C Collect Message 
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No (.oJc • Station to Station Day Rate. 4:30 A. M to : 0C P V 
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THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE 

and 

THE STEEL WORKERS COMMITTEE 

of 

JOHNSTOWN. PA 
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Your Order S'o. 

Our Order No. 9217 


DIRECT MAIL, Inc* 

150 Nassau Street 
New York City 
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Inv.-Kv No 11645 
iw 28 , 1957 
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THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE 

and 

THE STEEL WORKERS COMMITTEE 

of 

JOHNSTOWN PA 


Tw Cr7j**A. . .'WM/77X1 
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UWmnci w. ••«•••* 


Mo MAIN STREET JOHNSTOWN. PA 


Oao* C. Xutladga, Traaa. 

Oltlxana and JtMl Workara Ceanlttaa. 


rut rim *otKun comm 

CA*c a mirrii (hwh 

J»U t, MBIHUrr IMUliM 


)l~x H & '7‘ 


Kindly aaka aback fjr tba followingi 
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wNirm«M • 


THORNLEY AND JONES • INC 

AJiktIimhiI ■ Almh • Publa Rdations 
T« HMt STHtiWT . NtW YORK 


AM4KM M twawtH 


mnm V9H f |>M**a 4 


Sold to _CltlMn'a CoaiaitUa oT Johnatcm* _P*. 


June 28, 1937 
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Spec# 

Western Union 
Production costs 

Postage 

Telephone tolls 


♦35,337.89 ** 
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5.64 
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ESTIMATE mom 

THORNLEY AND JONES • INC. 

Advenwmg • MmbmJitmg - Public RtUbcm 
7® FINE STREET • NEW YORE 



FOR _ 

ns CZTX20B' COHOTTB 
Johnston, PS 


ESTIMATE NO. 100a 

DAVE June £4 1037 

AFFROVED 


notes Pittsburgh papers not published June 24th 

Rooovsrt strlks ot newspaper plants. 


Ps 

Allsntsn 

Call Chroniclo & Naas, 

HU 

£400 Unee s .15 

$360.00 


Bsthlaboa 

Globe-Tines 

K 

£380 ■ 

.10 

£38.00 


Canton 

Cxpresa 

S 

£384 • 

.12 

£86.06 


Crls 

Dispatch-Herald 

K 

2432 • 

.06 

194.56 


Harriebwg 

Hens Patriot 

HU 

2240 ■ 

.18 

403.20 


Johnston 

Tribune Democrat 

HU 

2352 • 

.15 

352.80 


Lanoastor 

Nee Sre lot. Journal 

MU 

£408 • 

.21 

505.88 


Philadelphia 

Bulletin 

C 

£378 • 

.65 

1.544.40 


• 

Inquirer 

M 

£480 • 

.55 

1,364.00 


Roadinf 

Cagle 

K 

23£0 • 

.15 

301.60 


Scranton 

Tinas 

E 

£400 • 

.16 

384.00 


WUkee-Barre 

Timas-Leader 

E 

2408 • 

.08 

192.64 


Zork 

Dispatch 

X 

2464 * 

.07 

172.48 

Ohio 

Akron 

Beacon Journal 

X 

2464 • 

.16 

394.24 


C lava land 

News 

X 

2520 • 

.53 

831.80 



Press 

X 

2520 • 

.42 

1,058.40 


Coluebus 

Dispatch 

X 

2520 • 

.29 

705.60 


Tolsdo 

Blade 

E 

2520 * 

.37 

952.40 


Zoungstown 

Vindicator A Telegram 

E 

2352 • 

.16 

376.32 

Rich 

Detroit 

News 

E 

2464 ■ 

.60 

1,478.40 



Timas 

E 

2240 • 

.55 

1,232.00 

Ill 

Chicago 

American 

X 

£240 • 

.75 

1,690.00 



Herald & Examiner 

M 

2240 • 

.70 

1,568.00 



News 

X 

2464 ■ 

.75 

1,648.00 



Tribune 

M 

2440 • 

1.20 

£.928.00 

N Z 

Buffalo 

News 

X 

2464 ■ 

.35 

862.40 


Na« Zork 

Herald Tribune 

H 

2384 « 

.75 

1,788.00 



Journal 

X 

2240 • 

1.25 

2,800.00 



Mirror 

M 

1000 • 

.90 

900.00 



Sun 

X 

2384 • 

.68 

1,621.12 



Tlesa 

M 

£384 ■ 

.95 

2,264.80 



Wor ld-Telegram 

X 

2368 • 

.70 

1,657.60 

D C 

Washington 

Herald 

M 

2240 • 

.22 

492.80 



Post 

H 

2440 • 

.£2 

536.80 



Star 

X 

2464 • 

.30 

7S9.*n 


V Dt Tines 

X 

2240 • 

•24 357.60 

$ 35.652.72 


; a < 5 ^ 
,.3? 

less cash discount alloeed by sons papers 

194.83 

/ 

cost of full-pags advertisement. 




7- 7 

Insertion datot June 24 1957 
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SoU to Cltiasns Cow l**- f Johnstown, Pa. 



Western Uniom 
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to Allentown, Philadelphia, Harrisburg, 

Washington (2), Lancaster, Pittsburgh, 

Chicago (2), Including tax $5.88 123*39 

Messenger servicee-Hew York .75 


$125.26 
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UllfMWI WHITIHAnj* 


THORNLEY AND JONES • INC. 

Mrtrtumf • .VmkaiUiMHi • »S*Nk Jtrl4lk>n» 
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Jw 28, 1937 
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Board Exhibit No. 75 

the citizens committee 

4nd 

the steel workers committee 


$46 


o 


JOHNSTOWN. PA. 


I**® 7 ®**** MMnng 

\C tUaTMi. ci 
»• ‘“ma 
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JOHNSTOWN, pa. 
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'C— "-**«,*■ T 






eh#<* ibr tl* rou**^ 


* 

^4,1 


ftiaa Oorp. 

f***6 W*. 

*.T. 

*** *, its? 


• l»8M4S 



16834 




Board fcfalbit lo. 75-2 



Tke Jokn Price Jones Corporation 
150 Nmuu Street * NewYork 


Wook oadlag 16. 1937 

Sorrlooi of Mooara* Joaoa* Ctovh, 
Uaoor and canpboll 

«wk ondlag July 3. WT 

Sorrlooa of Miim. Joan. Chunk* 
Uaoor and Canpholl 

flan for aootiac - Maaara. Foot 
and Thlrlkold 

Fanphlot - Dr* Foul Jqdoo and 
Mr* J* A. Sldobotbaa 

Uao of llota 

Xxpoaaoa of loaara* Joaoa. Charoh* 
Uaaor and Cattail fra «/Sl - 7/S 

ToJ*;raph ohargoo 


• 644.00 


tt.10 


n 1 84 $2,061.04 


400*00 


378*97 

_*2il 

$2*629.12 
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o 


Jitiiena Coranitteo of Johnstown July 10. 1037 

-r anola l^rtin. Chairman . 

Chargor of Coraorco* Swank Huildiag 
.Jmhnctown. Pennsylvania 


The John Price Jones Corporation 

150 Nassau Sircct * New York 


T.lt.h.n.: Bwl«« 3-1081 


Services of I'eaora. Jones. Churol>. 
Campbell and Lessor 

Plan for mooting - Vfm. A. Anderson 


Ms 


noost 


iting letterheads 

and envoiope• 


Expenses of 
Messrs. Campbell and 
Janas 7/5-7/8 

Tickets ta Johnstown - 
Messrs. Jones, Thernley, 
M fcgrlt t and Churoh 

Expenses - Raw. Stanton 

ftslaptanaa 


88.97 


79*00 

134*00 

50.00 




$1,255.50 

286.64 


561.97 

26.55 

#1.870.66 


I 
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3oord Exhibit No. -77 

Citlrorm Comrittoo of Johnstown July 17. 1937 

Mr. franc la Martin. Chairrwn 
Chamber of Commerce. Swank gliding 
John*town. Pm&naylvanle 

The John Price Jones Corporation 

150 Nassau Sired New York 

T.U.k—r IWkm.n 


Senrlooa of Maeara. Jonea. Church. 

Campbell, Oumbreoht and Thirlkeld and Dr* Jonaa 

Week ending July 17. 1937 #1.679*66 

Kxpeaaea 

Traveling and Living Bxpenaee 

kr. Laaaar 7/12-16 68*43 

traveling and Living tzpanaaa 

Mr* Campbell 7/11-16 60.66 


Traveling Ixpenaea 

Mr* Church 7/13-16 19*16 

Telephone and Telegraph Chargaa 36*65 17**** 

#1.734.94 
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Board Exhibit No. 81 

7* IIit .WWW UNION TELEGRAPH COMPANY, Dr. 
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T‘ it OUKjfcT. SUREST AND SAFEST WAY TO SEND MONEY IS BY TELECRAPH OR CABLE 


16844 




To THE WESTERN UNION TELEGRAPH COMPANY, Dr. 
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To THE WESTERN TNION TELEGRAPH COMPANY, Dr. 

MtWWItll, 
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Soard Exhibit No. 85 


JUly 19, 1957 


yters 

rfa 


Mr. O*o. C. Autledg*, Treas. 

Cltlsen* Coomit to*: 

PI**** moke oheck* for the following Invoices: 


To PORT STANWIX HOTEL $170.9P 


To DON JIRKLEY 500.00 lfor circularizing 

2,000 dally and 
10,000 weekly papers) 
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7 


To Don Kirkley: 


Fbr circularizing 2,000 daily and 10,000 weekly papers £300.ub 


Snvolopee 4' 3C.uu 
Mimeograph paper 10.00 
Inserting h. folding ZA.OQ 
Mimeograph ink 3*00 
12,000 lj* atompa 100.00 
Three mimeograph atone lie . to 
Cost of running list 25.00 
Incidentals 21.50 
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16860 Board Ex. No. 89. 

Citizens Committee, Johnstown, Pa. 

October 4, 1937. 

Contributions of $25.00 and over beginning with letter “c” 
Letter “C y 

Miss Mary Camerson 
407 North Front Street 
Harrisburg, Penna. 

G. Lee Camp 
1724 S-2nd Street 
St. Louis, Mo. 


John T. Campbell 

Lambert’s Point Terminal Corp. 

Norfolk, Va. 

25.00 

William C. Canfield 

Room 2350 

120 Broadwav 

New York, N. Y. 

52.00 

H. E. Capehart 

Wurlitzer 

North Tonawanda, N. Y. 

25.00 

A. L. Carlton 

Hohokus, Bergen County 

New Jersey. 

25.00 

Mrs. G. Lister Carlvsle, Jr. 

Norfolk, Va. 

100.00 

Emily B. Carter 

Llewellyn Park 

West Orange, N. J. 

25.00 

Mr. Alfred T. Carton 

First National Bank Bldg. 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

Central Contractors Supply Co. 

821 Pine Street 

City 

25.00 


$25.00 

50.00 
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Chain Deliveries Inc. 25.00 

719 Washington Street 
New York, N. Y. 

J. M. Chamber 25.00 

27 South 42nd Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Jos. N. Choates 25.00 

Mt. Kisco, New York. 

Henry W. Clark 50.00 

120 Broadway 
New York, N. Y. 

James L. Clark 25.00 

American Museum of Natural History 
New York, N. Y. 

John Clay & Co. 25.00 

1000 Rookery 
Chicago, Ill. 

16861 John L. Cochran 50.00 

40 N. Dearborn Street 
Chicago, HI. 

W. R. Coe 100.00 

Chrysler Bldg. 

East 42nd. Street 
New York, N. Y. 

Colt-Cromwell Co. 25.00 

1239 Broadway 
New York, N. Y. 

Ceasar Cone 50.00 

Camp Caroline 
Lake Placid, N. Y. 

Jeanette Cone 50.00 

Camp Caroline 
Lake Placid, N. Y. 

Frank L. Connable 50.00 

P. O. Box 225 
Wilmington, Del. 
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Consolidating Car Heating Co. 50.00 

Albany, N. Y. 

W. P. Conway 50.00 

New York 

John W. Cook 100.00 

500 Pine Street 
Johnstown, Pa. 

Amary Coolidge 50.00 

P. 0. Box 592 
Boston, Mass. 

Walter I. Cooper 25.00 

2205 Packard Bldg. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

H. W. Corber 25.00 

San Francisco, Cal. 

William G. Costin 100.00 

Pittsburgh Screw & Bolt Corp. 

P. 0. Box 1708 
Pittsburgh, Penna. 

John W. Coulston 25.00 

95 Madison Avenue. 

New York, N. Y. 

John H. Cowles 50.00 

1733 16th Street N. W. 

Washington, D. C. 

Henry W. Crosby 25.00 

130 Norris Ave. 

Buffalo, N. Y. 

Katherine Hoyt Cross 50.00 

New York, N. Y. 

Charles L. Crouse 100.00 

221 Central Ave. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

16862 H. B. Crouse 100.00 

c/o Crouse-Hinds Co. 

Syracuse, N. Y. 
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Mr. & Mrs. F. B. Crowninshield 
Marblehead, Mass. 

25.00 

Joseph M. Cudahy 

208 West Washington St. 

Chicago, Ill. 

100.00 

T. S. Cupp 

Coraopolis, Pa. 

300.00 

J. C. Cuppla 

40 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

Currier Lumber Co. 

17507 Van Dyke Ave. 

Detroit, Mich. 

25.00 

Richard D. Currier 

225 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

F. F. Curtze 

Box 927 

Erie, Pa. 

25.00 

William F. Cutler 

230 Park Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Letter “D” 


Mrs. R. E. Danielson 

Manchester, Mass. 

100.00 

Mr. Simon Dasheimer 

Esplanadi Apartments 

Baltimore, Md. 

25.00 

Louis R. Davidson 

Davidson Ore Mining Co. 

White Bldg. 

Buffalo, N. Y. 

50.00 

Walter Davidson 

3223 W. Highland Blvd. 

Milwaukee, Wis. 

50.00 
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Mr. George W. Davidson 

70 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

16863 Alfred C. Davis 

Marl in-Rockwell Corp. 

Jamestown, N. Y. 

100.00 

Harold S. Davis 

735 Exchange Bldg. 

Boston, Mass. 

25.00 

L. R. Davis 

110 North Franklin Street 

Chicago, Ill. 

27.00 

Ralph E. Day 

P. 0. Box 2012 

Bridgeport, Conn. 

25.00 

D. B. Dearborn 

10 Bridge Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

George A. Depp 

419 Wood Street 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

200.00 

Mrs. Paul C. Derby 

Butternut Brook Farm 

Litchfield, Conn. 

25.00 

A. P. DeSanno & Son Inc. 

1615 - 6123 McKean Street 

Philadelphia, Penna. 

25.00 

Diamond Power Speciality Co. 

Detroit, Mich. 

50.00 

William D. Disston 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

Leland I. Doan 

Dow Chemical Co. 

Midland, Mich. 

50.00 

Domestic Exploration Corp. 

580 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 
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Elliott Donnelley 

West Hyannesport, Mass. 

25.00 

Naomi Donnelley 

West Hyannesport, Mass. 

50.00 

Thomas M. Donnelley 

350 East 22nd Street 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

Forest D. Dorn III 

Forest Oil Corp. 

Bradford, Pa. 

100.00 

Douglas & Armitage 

Woolworth Bldg. 

253 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

16864 Donald B. Douglas 

Quaker Oats Co. 

141 W. Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

Inez B. Douglas 

Quaker Oats Co. 

141 W. Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

Walter Douglas 

Paseo de la Reforma #390 

Mexico City, Mex. 

50.00 

B. N. Bristlow Draper 

Hopedale, Mass. 

100.00 

Mr. W. P. Draper 

524 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Mr. Wm. P. Draper 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

William M. Duff 

Edward A. Woods Co. 

Frick Bldg. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

25.00 
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0. D. Duncan 

27 Williams Street 

New York, N. Y. 

Letter “E” 

100.00 

The Eastern Rolling Mill Co. 

Baltimore, Md. 

25.00 

Aaron Eck 

30 Talbot Road 

Braintree, Mass. 

100.00 

S. B. Eckert 

1608 Walnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

Dean S. Edmonds 

165 Broadway- 
New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

I. R. Edmonds 

Edgartown, Mass. 

25.00 

Mrs. Chas. A. Edwards 

Route 4, Box 450 

Bridgeport, Conn. 

25.00 

J. K. Risaman 

Gladwyne, Pa. 

25.00 

16865 Robert G. Elbert 

599 Madison Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

C. E. Ellicott 

1611 Bush Road 

Baltimore, Md. 

25.00 

C. R. Ellicott 

701 Tioga Street 

City 

50.00 

Empire State Pickling Co. 

Phelps, N. Y. 

25.00 

Emporium World Millinery Co. 

36 South State Street 

Chicago, Ill. 

50.00 
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Hnery Engel 

300 Central Park West 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Edward Ermold Co. 

13th, Hudson & Ganeswoort Sts. 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

Essaness Theatres Corp. 

540 N. Michigan Ave. 

Chicago, 111. 

100.00 

Lena Cadwalader Evans 

Park Lane Hotel 

Piccadilly, London, England. 

25.00 

Letter “F” 


Fairbanks, Morse & Co. 

900 South Wabash Ave. 

Chicago, Ill. 

100.00 

Maurice P^alk 

Farmers Bank Bldg. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

25.00 

Merton E. Farr 

1934 National Bank Bldg. 

Detroit, Mich. 

50.00 

C. J. Fay 

14 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Chas. Fearon 

511 Chestnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

Edgar E. Felton 

1581 Broad Street, Station Bldg. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

50.00 

16866 Louis Ferguson 

33 E. 17th. Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Wm. Ferguson 

17 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 
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George Fiig, Jr. 

522 Pine Street 

City 

100.00 

Philip W. Filing 

1608 Walnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

50.00 

Oliver D. Filley 

49 Broad Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Helena Koerting Fischer 

6904 Wissahickon Ave. 

Mount Airy, Pa. 

100.00 

Mr. Burt Prentice Flinckinger 

Buffalo, N. Y. 

25.00 

Janies H. Flinn 

1721 Penobscot Bldg. 

Detroit, Ill. 

25.00 

Julius Forstmann 

P. 0. Branch 

Ulster Co. N. Y. 

100.00 

John William Foster 

York & Emerald Streets 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

Macomb G. Foster 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Mr. & Mrs. T. Henry Foster 

Ottumwa, Iowa. 

25.00 

Howard Fraelick 

42 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

L. D. Fraelick 

42 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

H. D. Fransiali 

120 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 
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Walter E. Frew 100.00 

1035 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

A. C. Fuller 50.00 

Fuller Brush Co. 

Hartford, Conn. 

16S67 Edw. R. Fuller 25.00 

e/o Silver Seal Dairy Products Co. 

012 S. 24th Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

H. L. Fulkrod 25.00 

531 Fifth Ave. 

McKeesport, Pa. 

Letter “G” 

Gallikers Ice Cream Co. 100.00 

City 

Albert Gallsten 25.00 

7 East 87th Street 
New York, N. Y. 

Mrs. John W. Garrett 50.00 

4545 North Charles Street 
Baltimore, Md. 

G. J. Geer 25.00 

524 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

Ernest G. Geier 25.00 

498 7th Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

P. 0. Geier 50.00 

c/o The Cincinnati Milling Machine Co. 

Cincinnati, O. 

Alfred B. Geiger 100.00 

4600 Diversey Ave. 

Chicago, Ill. 
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Annette L. Gersten 

405 Midland Ave. 

Montclair, N. J. 

25.00 

William P. Gest 

135 South Broad Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

R. L. Gillespie 

265 East Market Street 

Bethlehem, Pa. 

25.00 

Mr. D. S. Goldstein 

95 Durand Road 

Maplewood, N. J. 

500.00 

Mr. Joseph Goldstein 

22nd and Arch Streets 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

Earl W. Graeff, M. D. 

3400 24th Street N. E. 

Washington, D. C. 

25.00 

16868 Grand Rapids Varnish Corp. 

Grand Rapids, Mich. 

25.00 

C. D. 0. Grane 

55 Randolph Place 

South Orange, N. J. 

25.00 

W. W. Grant 

816 South Main Street 

Geneva, N. Y. 

25.00 

W. W. Grant 

816 South Main Street 

Geneva, N. Y. 

33.00 

W. W. Grant 

816 South Main Street 

Geneva, N. Y. 

106.00 

W. W. Grant 

816 South Main Street 

Geneva, N. Y. 

100.00 
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C. E. Gray, Jr. 

57 William Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

II. L. Greenway 

Meads Point, 

Greenwich, Conn. 

50.00 

Griffith-Ouster Steel Co. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

W. E. S. Griswold 

W. & J. Slone 

575 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Henry J. Grupe 

92 Greenway North 

Forest Hills, N. Y. 

50.00 

Frank Gulden 

50 Elizabeth Street 

New’ York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Letter “H” 


J. L. Haas; 

Cleveland, 0. 

50.00 

Mr. Edward Hahn 

Hickory Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

L. Gordon Hamniersley 

48 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

500.00 

16869 C. P. Hamilton 

570 Lexington Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

J. 0. Hammitt 

30 Rockefeller Plaza 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Frank A. Harden 

25.00 


470 Fourth Ave. 
New York, N. Y. 
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H. N. Harker 

Box 749 

East Liverpool, 0. 

25.00 

George U. Harris 

11 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Hiram Upham Harris 

11 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

B. J. Harrison 

Short Hills, N. Y. 

25.00 

Merwin K. Hart, President 

New York State Economic Council Inc. 

17 East 42nd Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

E. L. Harteg 

c/o Jos T. Pyerson Inc. 

Chicago, Ill. 

100.00 

Miss Maude K. Hartnett 

121 Amherst Drive 

Toledo, 0. 

25.00 

D. A. Hawley 

1436 Union Trust Bldg. 

Cleveland, 0. 

25.00 

Mr. B. C. Heacock 

Grand View Drive 

Peoria, Ill. 

100.00 

Chas. Hedden 

P. 0. Box 120 

Dowaciac, Mich. 

25.00 

F. S. Heidacherae 

Cincinnati, 0. 

25.00 

Henry Heller 

136 W. 71st. Street 

New York, N. Y. 

30.00 

W. C. Hockey 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 
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Edwin L. Hilson 

50.00 

120 Broadway 


New York, N. Y. 


Chas. R. Hinerman 

25.00 

40 Wall Street 


New York, N. Y. 



16870 Edward R. Hintz 

938 North Fifth Street 
Reading, Pa. 

Robert Hixon 

135 South LaSalle Street 

Chicago, Ill. 

John H. Holliday 
El Encanto Hotel 
On the Riviera 
Santa Barbara, Cal. 


A. B. Holmes 50.00 

Columbia Ribbon & Carbon Mfg. Co. 

Glen Cove, N. Y. 

Jay Holmes 100.00 

Room 3501 

122 East 42nd Street 
New York, N. Y. 

D. L. Hooker 25.00 

3975 Christopher Ave. 

Detroit, Mich. 

Vaughn Horner 100.00 

Parkersburg, W. Va. 

Eugene Houdrv 100.00 

1608 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

R. E. Hough 25.00 

c/o G. W. Richards 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Frank K. Houston 25.00 

c/o Chemical Bank & Trust Co. 

New York, N. Y. 


500.00 

25.00 

25.00 
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0. R. Houston 

Bighan, Englar, Jones & Houston 

99 John Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

J. F. Houston 

513 Real Estate Trust Bldg. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

F. E. Howells 

515 Luzerne Street 

City 

40.00 

Eton Hoyt, II 

2000 Union Trust Bldg. 

Cleveland, 0. 

200.00 

C. Humphrey 

243 West Congress Street 

Detroit, Mich. 

40.00 

Huron & Orleans Bldg. Corp. 

340 West Huron Street 

Chicago, Ill. 

50.00 

Augustur Hutchins 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

16871 S. E. Hutchinson 

Public Ledger Bldg. 

Independence Square 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 


Letter “I” 


Industrial Finishing Co. 

1164-66 W. Cermak Road 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

Charles Ingersoll 

135 Independence Square 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

O’Donnell Iselin 

P. O. Box 1005 

New Rochelle, N. Y. 

100.00 
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Letter “J” 


Alberta Jackson 

N. W. Cor. Broad & Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

H. A. Jackson 

6 East 44th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

E. A. Jameson 

25 Cliff Street 

New York City- 

25.00 

Frank Jeanne 

c/o W. S. Hedger & Co. 

20 North 47th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Edward E. Jenkins 

Warrenton, Va. 

25.00 

Elizabeth S. Jewett 
c/o Green Hill Farms 

Overbrook, Philadelphia, Pa. 

50.00 

E. C. Johnson 

221-227 State Street 

Boston, Mass. 

25.00 

Johnstown Business Mens Assn. 

Johnstown, N. Y. 

25.00 

Johnstown Credit Exchange 

534 Swank Bldg. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

William H. Jolius 

383 Madison Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

James H. Jonett 

303 West 91st. Street 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

16872 Nathanile Judson 

Mach, Judson, Voehringer Co. 

285 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 
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Letter “K” 


Kankakee Foundry Co. 

Kankakee, Ill. 

25.00 

George S. Kaufman 

14 East 94th Street 

25.00 

New York, N. Y. 



Edward A. Kaumeyer 
847 W. Jackson Blvd. 
Chicago, Ill. 

Mathew Keck 

310 South Michigan Ave. 

Chicago, Ill. 


Chambers Keller 25.00 

Attorney-at-Law 

Lead, S. D. 

Nelson Keller 25.00 

c/o Gordon Ross 
474 Gregg Street 
Johnstown, Pa. 

Thos. Knewothy’s Sons 100.00 

130 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Miss Lulu C. Kerr 25.00 

50 Ray Street 
Freeport, N. Y. 

Keystone Steel & Wire Co. 100.00 

Peoria, Ill. 

Keystone Varnish Co. 100.00 

71 Otsego Street 
Brooklyn, N. Y. 

C. A. Knuepfer 25.00 

c/o General Enginering Works 
4701 Division Street 
Chicago, HI. 

Emma V. Kolb—Sarah E. Kolb 100.00 


c/o Fidelity-Philadelphia Trust Co. 
Philadelphia, Pa. 


100.00 

25.00 
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J. L. Kraft 

400 Rust Street 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

16873 E. A. Kraske 

15 Broad Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

R. H. Kress 

Rockhill, Ossining on the Hudson 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

J. Norton Kruger 

Carlisle, Pa. 

25.00 

J. Norton Kruger 

Carlisle, Pa. 

25.00 

Frank Kuhn 

14 McKinley Place 

Grosse Pointe Farms, Mich. 

25.00 

R. C. Kuldell 

Hughes Tool Co. 

P. 0. Box 2539 

Houston, Texas. 

25.00 


Letter “L” 


Mrs. William W. Laird 

3200 West 17th Street 

Wilmington, Del. 

25.00 

W. A. Lamson 

141W. Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, HI. 

100.00 

Edwin G. Lander, Jr. 

580 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Mrs. Mary L. Landis 

101 South College Street 

Carlisle, Pa. 

25.00 

Merkel Landis 

101 South College Street 

Carlisle, Pa. 

25.00 
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Gertrude B. Lane 

215 East 72nd Street 

New York, N. Y. 

26.00 

J. E. Langsdorf 

100 West 10th Street 

Wilmington, Del. 

25.00 

Adrian H. Larkin 

70 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Miss Bessie Lastfogel 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Edwin M. Lavino 

1528 Walnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

16874 Frank H. Lee 

Danbury, Conn. 

100.00 

Arthur D. Levi 

149 Franklin Street 

New York, N, Y. 

100.00 

Mrs. Blanche L. Lewis 

99 Spring Street 

Saratoga Springs, N. Y. 

25.00 

E. B. Lewis, Jr. 

Madison Square 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Lewisburg Chair & Furniture Co. 
Lewisburg, Pa. 

25.00 

C. M. Lincoln 

New York Times 

25.00 

C. R. Lindback 

3043 Chestnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

Mrs. Dorothy W. Lloyd 

5800 Collins Ave. 

Miami Beach, Fla. 

25.00 
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John Bross Lloyd 

P. 0. Box P 

Lee, Mass. 

100.00 

Thomas B. Lockwood 

506 M & T Building 

Buffalo, N. Y. 

50.00 

Jerome H. Louchheim 

1321 Arch Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

Luick Ice Cream 

Milwaukee, Wis. 

25.00 

J. M. Luther 

Farmers Deposit National Bank 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

100.00 

William M. Lvbrand 

90 Broad Street 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

J. M. Richardson Lyeth 

2 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

J. D. Lyon 

Locust Valley, N. Y. 

16875 Letter “Me” 

25.00 

Henry M. McAdoo 

329 North Third Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

50.00 

Mr. Henry McAllister 

Denver, Col. 

25.00 

Leavelle McCampbell * 

320 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

J. E. McCauley 

Birdsboro, Pa. 

25.00 

Idella G. McCurdy 

7315 Elbow Lane 

Mt. Airy, Pa. 

25.00 
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J. Aubrey McCurdy 

7315 Elbow Lane 

Mr. Airy, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Wm. P. McDonald 
34-03 Laurence Street 
Flushing, N. Y. 

Thomas A. McGinley 
P. 0. Box 1889 
Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Milton McGreevy 
912 Baltimore Ave. 

Kansas City, Mo. 

J. J. Mclntre 

The Cleveland Graphite & Bronze Co. 
88 East 72nd Street 
Cleveland, 0. 

Donald McKay 
84 State Street 
Boston, Mass. 

Mr. Addis Emmet McKinstry 
Hinsdale, Ill. 

Norman R. McLure 
Radnor, Pa. 

John M. McMillen 
3 Fairway Close 
Forest Hills 
Long Island, N. Y. 

Mr. James McNaughton 
Calumet, Mich. 

C. T. MacNeille 
Chicago, Ill. 

16876 Letter “M n 

Alice Foote McDougall 
37 West 43rd Street 
New York, N. Y. 


25.00 

25.00 

25.00 

25.00 

50.00 

25.00 

100.00 

25.00 

50.00 

50.00 

25.00 

35.00 
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Edgar M. Mack 

G. C. Murphy Co. 

531 Fifth Ave. 

McKeesport, Pa. 

25.00 

John S. Mack 

McKeesport, Pa. 

50.00 

John MacLeish 

134 South LaSalle Street 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

Mammoth Hosiery Mills 

Allegheny Ave & B Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

200.00 

Manufacturer’s Association 

Chicago Heights, Ill. 

25.00 

J. S. Mardis Estate 
c/o F. C. Mardis 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

George L. Markham, Jr. 

Peermont, N. J. 

25.00 

M. Lee Marshall 

630 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

E. F. Martin 

Ohio Bldg. 

Toledo, 0. 

25.00 

F. E. Masland 

913 Wynnewood Road 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

Miss Hazel K. Merwin 

59 West 12th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

40.00 

H. A. Mathews 

129 Highwood Ave. 

Tanafly, N. J. 

25.00 
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Mr. Frank H. Miller 

100 Gold Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Winthrop Mitchell Co. 

Board of Trade Bldg. 

Chicago, Ill. 

50.00 

Henry B. Mitchell 

Chapel Farm 

Riverdale-on-Hudson, N. Y. 

25.00 

G. M. Moffett 

Corn Products Refining Co. 

17 Battery Place 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

16877 Mr. Robert H. Montgomery 

1 East 44th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

John W. Morgan 

439 West Street 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Marion B. Morgan 

39 West 11th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

A. H. Morris 

925 Park Ave. 

City 

25.00 

Mrs. Alfred H. Morris 

925 Park Ave. 

City 

25.00 

John A. Morris 

Gude Wimill Co. 

1 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Mrs. May T. Morrison 

Morrison, Hohfeld, Foerster, 

Shuman & Clark 

Crocker Bldg. 

San Francisco, Cal. 

25.00 
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Frank A. Morrow 25.00 

Room 501 

32 W. Washington Street 
Chicago, Ill. 

H. G. Moulton 25.00 

20 Pine Street 
New York, N. Y. 

W. H. Mower 50.00 

Watson Standard Co. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

Egbert Moxham 25.00 

44 Wall Street 
New York, N. Y. 

Harvey S. Mudd 50.00 

1206 Pacific Mutual Bldg. 

Los Angeles, Cal. 

Stanley Muirhead 25.00 

2104 Union Gdn. Bldg. 

Detroit, Mich. 

C. G. Munn, Pres. 25.00 

Reynolds Spring Co. 

Jackson, Mich. 

C. H. Murray 100.00 

5 Alameda Circle 
Middletown, O. 

Musebeck Shoe Co. 100.00 

Danville, HI. 

16878 Letter “N” 

National City Bank of Cleveland 51.00 

Terminal Square Office 
Terminal Tower Bldg. 

Cleveland, O. 

National Container Corp. 25.00 

51st St. below Group Ave. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 
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P. F. Neiukirk 

107 S. Osborne Ave. 

Margate, Atlantic City, N. J. 

100.00 

R. Neuman & Co. 

300 Observer Highway 

Hoboken, N. J. 

25.00 

C. T. Newberry 

245 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Mrs. Eugene S. Newbold 

Glenrocky 

St. Davids, Pa. 

25.00 

Tita D. Newbold 

Lanerock 

Chestnut Hill P. 0., Pa. 

25.00 

Samuel F. Newman 

Waynesboro, Pa. 

30.00 

Austin H. Niblack 

c/o Winthrop Mitchell & Co. 

Board of Trade Bldg. 

Chicago, Ill. 

50.00 

Arthur A. Niessen 

806 Liberty Trust Bldg. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

G. H. Nixon 

5-39 48th Ave. 

Long Island, N. Y. 

25.00 

North American Lace Co. 

8th St. & Allegheny Ave. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

Letter “O” 

25.00 

O’Neill Brothers Inc. 

Howard & Oxford Sts. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

Henry E. Oppenheimer 

608 Fifth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 
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William Church Osborn 

20 Exchange Place 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Charles A. Owens 

Wilmington, Del. 

16879 Letter “P” 

25.00 

Albert Pack 

First National Bank Bldg. 

Chicago, Ill. 

100.00 

C. E. Palmer 

Peoples City Bank 

McKeesport, Pa. 

35.00 

Margaret S. Parmly 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Parrish & Co. 

212 South 15th Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

Mr. J. Lester Parsons 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

Partridge & Anderson Co. 

712 Federal Street 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

Mr. Hnery J. Patten 

80 East Jackson Blvd. 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

George Stuart Patterson 

121 Chestnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

75.00 

Burton F. Peek, V. Pres. 

Deere & Co. 

Moline, Ill. 

100.00 

James F. Felton 

CC. H. Gibson Co. 

118-120 East 66th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 
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Penn Traffic Co. 

Washington Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

1500.00 

Spencer Penrose 

Colorado Springs, Col. 

100.00 

Eleanor Bradley Peters 
c/o Messrs. Morgan & Co. 

14 Place Vendome 

Paris, France 

25.00 

F. W. Pfaff 

Room 901 

21 West Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Victor Pfarr 

Johnstown, Pa. 

26.55 

Pfister & Vogel Training Co. 

1531 North Water Street 

P. 0. Box 745 

Milwaukee, Wis. 

25.00 

James Dnncan Phillips 

Rowley Bridge Road 

Topsfield, Mass. 

25.00 

16880 William P. Phillips 

200 West 56th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Henry O. Phippen, Jr. 

South Hamilton, Mass. 

50.00 

Mrs. Hnery S. Pickands 

21750 Chardon Road 

Euclid, O. 

50.00 

R. J. Pihringer 
c/o Sperry Candy Co. 

133 W. Pittsburgh Ave. 

Milwaukee, Wis. 

25.00 

Harold F. Pitcairn 

1616 Walnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

50.00 
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Frank H. Plaisted 

415 East 60th Street 

Chicago, Ill. 

50.00 

William C. Potter 

140 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

E. Parmalee Prentice 

Mr. Hope 

Williamstown, Mass. 

100.00 

G. E. Prentice 

G. E. Prentice Mfg. Co. 

New Britain, Conn. 

25.00 

Mrs. C. S. Price 

510 Edgehill Drive 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Miss Helen F. Price 

510 Edgehill Drive 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Rodney Proctor 

P. 0. Box 25 

Stockbridge, Mass. 

25.00 

L. V. Pulsifer 

Mountainville 

Orange County, N. J. 

25.00 

Percy R. Pine 

50 East 42nd St. 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Pyramid Piece Dye Works 

Box 97 

Union City, N. J. 

25.00 

Letter “Q” 


Mr. Thomas J. Quinn 

115 Franklin Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 
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16881 Letter “R” 


M. J. Ramsey 

307 W. 28th Street 

Wilmington, Del. 

50.00 

Roland L. Redmond 

2 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

E. B. Reeser 

Barnsdall Oil Co. 

120 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Sidney Reesman 

59th St. & Lexington Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Morgan Reichner 

c/o Kimball Hubbard & Powel Inc. 

400 Madison Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Mrs. Alfred Renshaw 

75 State Street 

Albany, N. Y. 

25.00 

Mr. J. Leonard Replogle 

599 Madison Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

200.00 

Carl E. Resley 

1107 McKinley Ave. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

100.00 

J. Edgar Rew 
k608 Walnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

Rush Rhees 

1063 East Air 

Rochester, N. Y. 

25.00 

Thomas E. Rhodes 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

300.00 
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Rice-Stiz Dry Goods Co. 

St. Louis, Mo. 

50.00 

Mr. Oliver G. Ricketson 

South Dartmouth, Mass. 

25.00 

Mary Roberts Rinehart 

Bar Harbor, Me. 

50.00 

E. F. Rivinus 

Hutchinson, Rivinus & Co. 

Public Ledger Bldg. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

Mrs. Julian W. Robbins 

33 East 74th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

W. C. Robinson 

1110 Fulton Bldg. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

25.00 

16882 Rock-Olo Mfg. Corp. 

800 North Kedzie Ave. 

Chicago, HI. 

100.00 

Miss Virginia H. Rohr 

Box 429 

Kingston, Pa. 

25.00 

Gordon Ross (Group Contribution) 

474 Gregg Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

44.75 

J. B. Ross 

2008 Liberty Bank Bldg. 

Buffalo, N. Y. 

50.00 

Rothert Company 

239-241 Main Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

60.00 

Samuel Rothschild 

127 First Ave. 

Gloversville, N. Y. 

25.00 

Bernard J. Rothwell 

60S Grain & Flour Exchange 

Boston, Mass. 

25.00 
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Gustus Ruperti 

Cedarhurst 

Long Island, N. Y. 

25.00 

Malcolm Mott Russell 

29 Federal Street 

Boston, Mass. 

30.00 

N. F. S. Russell 

Drawer 306 

Burlington, N. J. 

25.00 

Mr. John Rutherford 

120 Broadway- 
New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Letter “B n 


J. W. Sheperdson 

15 Burgess Road 

Worcester, Mass. 

25.00 

T. H. Sherrard 
c/o American Stores 

Johnstown, Pa. 

200.00 

Phil Shoemaker 

Chicago, HI. 

50.00 

R. J. Shrosbree 

5536 Lakewood Ave. 

Chicago, Ill. 

26.15 

Miss Olive Simes 

Petersham, Mass. 

1000.00 

16883 Alvan T. Simonds 

Room 403 

470 Main Street 

Fitchburg, Mass. 

50.00 

Sims Construction Co. 

10 S. 18th Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

50.00 

R. L. Sleeth, Jr. 

3015 Langley Ave. 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

25.00 
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Mr. Ernest Smellie 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Austin D. Smith 

4601 Second Ave. 

Brooklyn, N. Y. 

25.00 

C. A. Smith 

P. 0. Box 781 

East Liverpool, 0. 

25.00 

A. M. Saife 

Oliver Bldg., 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

100.00 

M. Schapiro 

Boston Iron & Metal Co. 

313 Hanover St. 

Baltimore, Md. 

50.00 

John M. Schiff 

52 William Street 

New York, N. Y. 

500.00 

Walter M. Schwartz 

502 W. Allen Lane 

Mt. Aiiy, Pa. 

25.00 

Seeck & Kade Inc. 

440 Washington Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Mrs. Edgar V. Seeler 

New T ton Square 

Delaware County, Pa. 

25.00 

Walter A. Segg 

220 S. Fifth Street 

Reading, Pa. 

25.00 

H. Servoss 

165 Broadwav 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Wesson Seyburn 

20S4 National Bank Bldg. 

Detroit, Mich. 

100.00 
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Mr. Quincy A. Shaw 

12 Ashburton Place 

Boston, Mass. 

50.00 

Edward B. Smith, Jr. 

1411 Chestnut Street 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

25.00 

16884 H. Harrison Smith 

1524 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

W. Hinckle Smith 

Girard Trust Bldg. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 


O. W. Smith 

P. 0. Box 519 

Detroit, Mich. 

25.00 

Walter W. Smith 

First National Bank 

St. Louis, Mo. 

25.00 

William D. Smith 

Barrington, Ill. 

25.00 

Southern Phosphate 

Baltimore, Md. 

100.00 

Keith Spalding 

90 S. Oak Knoll Ave. 

Pasadena, Cal. 

50.00 

Mrs. Keith Spalding 

90 S. Oak Knoll Ave. 

Pasadena, Cal. 

50.00 

D. M. Stackhouse 

Fayette Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

J. W. Stark 

352 Fourth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Stationery Mfg. Co. 

Chicago, HI. 

25.00 
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A. G. B. Steel 50.00 

1420 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Steinberger Bros Glove Corp. 25.00 

1 Park Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

Caroline H. Steinman 30.00 

301 E. Orange St. 

Lancaster, Pa. 

C. R. Stewart 
7445 Germantown Ave. 

Mt. Airy, Philadelphia, Pa. 

W. Plunkett Stewart 
Commercial Trust Bldg. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 


Otto L. Stix 

Rise-Stix, Merchants Square Bldg. 

40 Worth Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Mr. & Mrs. Chas. H. Stolyenbach 

71 Circle 

Buffalo, N. Y. 

25.00 

16885 W. B. Storey 

199 Lake Shore Drive 

Chicago, Ill. 

100.00 

L. R. Steuer 
c/o Beth Steel Co. 

Bethlehem, Pa. 

25.00 

Chas. W. Strohbeck 

309-329 Johnson Street 

Brooklyn, N. Y. 

25.00 

Mrs. James R. Strong 

West Harwich, Mass. 

25.00 

R. Doyglas Stuart 

141 W. Jackson Blvd. 

Room 1900 

Chicago, Ill. 

50.00 


50.00 

25.00 
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Suppes Motor Sales Co. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

75.00 

Mrs. Walter R. Suppes 

350 Gardner Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

100.00 

Joseph R. Swan 

Edward E. Smith & Co. 

31 Nassau Street 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Synthetic Resin Manufacturers Assn. 

17 Battery Place 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Letter “T” 


H. E. Talbot 

405 Lexington Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

Charles Texier 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

500.00 

George E. Thackery, Jr. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

100.00 

Ethel Thayer 

Weir River Farm 

Hingham, Mass. 

25.00 

Thomas Kenzey Lumber Co. 

548 Horner Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Mr. James F. Thomas 

Worth Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

0. J. Thomson 

50 Pine Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

16886 J. S. Thompson 

Bates Thompson, Inc. 

25 Waverly Place 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

\ 
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Mrs. John W. Thomson 100.00 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

Lucy G. Thorndyke 25.00 

Bar Harbor, Me. 

Thornley & Jones Inc. 47.72 

70 Pine Street 
New York, N. Y. 

Louise L. Todd 25.00 

16 East 98th Street 
New York, N. Y. 

N. J. Toilet & Towel Supply Co. 25.00 

12-26 Clifton Street 
Newark, N. J. 

E. W. Trexler 40.00 

514 Luzerne Street 
Johnstown, Pa. 

James E. Trimble 50.00 

1326 Walnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Mrs. Henry Tuck 25.00 

Littery Point, Me. 

Mr. Arthur Turnbull 25.00 

49 Broad Street 
New York, N. Y. 

William Jay Turner 25.00 

1421 Chestnut Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Letter “U” 

The University Society 25.00 

468 Fourth Ave. 

New York, N. Y. 

United Wire & Supply Corp. 25.00 

1497 Elmwood Ave. 

Providence, R. I. 
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Letter “V” 


W. K. Vanderpoel 

107 Vose Ave. 

South Orange, N. J. 

50.00 

Mrs. Barend Van Gerbig 

New Canaan, Conn. 

250.00 

Arthur Van Raalte 

30 Pine Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

16887 Benjamin Van Raalte 

29 Broad Way 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

C. J. Voorhis 

New York, N. Y. 

Letter “W” 

25.00 

Mrs. F. King Wainwright 

Mill Brook Farm 

Bryn Mawr, Pa. 

25.00 

David G. Wakeman 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

IT. M. Walker 

Madison Ave. 

Madison, N. J. 

25.00 

Wallace & Tierman Co., Inc. 

Newark, N. J. 

25.00 

Albert Warner 

321 West 44th St. 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Geo. Ooffing Warner Jr. 

Denrike Bldg. 

Washington, D. C. 

25.00 

H. M. Warner 

321 W. 44th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Robert S. Waters 

National Radiator 

500.00 


8522 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. BOARD. 


221 Central Ave. 

Johnstown, Pa. 


Mr. George D. Watkins 

304 Berdan Ave. 

Toledo, 0. 

79.25 

Mr. & Mrs. Theodore S. Watson 

Watson & White 

149 Broadway 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

F. 0. Watts 

First National Bank 

St. Louis, Mo. 

25.00 

J. B. Webber 

J. L. Hudson, Co. 

Detroit, Mich. 

50.00 

Joseph L. Webber 
c/o J. L. Hudson Co. 

Detroit, Mich. 

50.00 

Oscar Webber 
c/o J. L. Hudson Co. 

Detroit, Mich. 

50.00 

R. H. Webber 
c/o J. L. Hudson Co. 

Deroit, Mich. 

50.00 

John P. Welling 

1609 Harris Trust Bldg. 

Chicago, Ill. 

100.00 

C. R. Wellington 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

H. G. Wellington 

Locust Valley 

Long Isand, N. Y. 

25.00 

Lucius Welmerdine 

44 Wall Street 

New York, N. Y. 

200.00 

G. P. Whaley 

Short Hills, N. J. 

25.00 
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Seymour Wheeler 

Room 1500 

392 South Michigan Ave. 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 

Arthur E. Whitney 

137 East 66th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Willis R. Whitney 

The Farm Niskayuna 

R. D. #1 

Schenectady, N. Y. 

25.00 

Clarence Widdersheim 

Reese & Bernard 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

George D. Widener 

Land Title Bldg. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

100.00 

H. C. Weiss 

Humble Oil & Refining Co. 

Houston, Tex. 

25.00 

George D. Wilkinson 

Chicago, Ill. 

100.00 

C. K. Williams & Co. 

Easton, Pa. 

100.00 

Mrs. Clarence Williams 

South Hamilton, Mass. 

25.00 

Thomas Williams 

11th Ave. & 25th Street 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

William H. Williams 

377 Bellevue Ave. 

Newport, R. I. 

100.00 

16888 George H. Williamson 

c/o Williamson Candy Co. 

4701 Armitage Ave. 

Chicago, Ill. 

25.00 
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Charles T. Wilson 
99 Wall Street 
New York, N. Y. 

Owen Wister 

807 Estate Trust Bldg. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

Charles W. Wrigley Co. 

400 North Michigan Ave. 

Wrigley Bldg. 

Chicago, Ill. 

Letters “XYZ” 

Pope Yeatman 
520 East Grovers Lane 
Chestnut Hill 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

Roland H. Zinn 
P. 0. Box 103 
Citv Hall Annex 
New York, N. Y. 

John E. Zimmerman 
1401 Arch Street 
Philadelphia, Pa. 

16889 Citizens Committee , Johnstown , Pa. 

October 4, 1937 
Group Contributions 

Ralph Crist 
646 Horner Street 
Johnstown, Pa. 

For Transportation Department of 
Lower Cambria 

John Dudash 
491 Sheridan Street 
Johnstown, Pa. 

Employees of Gautier Mill 


100.00 

25.00 

25.00 

50.00 

50.00 

25.00 

36.50 

60.00 
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William F. Figura 

221 Vine Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

For Employees of Franklin Mill 

63.30 

Percy Grumbling 

Percy Grumbling 
c/o Gordon Ross 

474 Gregg Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

34.25 

58.00 

Joseph McNulty 

418 Lincoln Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

For Employees of 13" and 14" Mill 

69.40 

Mechanical Department 

Gautier Mill 

Johnstown, Pa. 

45.00 

J. S. Melsheimer et al 

10 LaSalle Street 

Chicago, Ill. 


R. M. Morgan et al 

Floor E Room 27 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

Rake Shop 

Johnstown, Pa. 

34.00 

George B. Sharp 

For Steam & Combustion Depts. 

76.25 

Orville Smith 

For Employees of #134 Inch Plate Mill 

89.85 

H. N. Tucker et al 
c/o Fahnestock & Co. 

30 Rockefeller Plaza 

New York, N. Y. 

25.00 

Lawrence Wright 

L. C. Wright 

414 Locust Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

For Employees of the Rosedale Coke Plant 

83.30 

32.20 
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F. G. Zuber et al 108.00 

Room 812 Lincoln Liberty Bldg. 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

16890 Employees of Bethlehem Steel Co. 126.00 

Accounting Department 

Johnstown, Pa. 

Bethlehem Employees 90.00 

Detroit, Mich. 

16891 Citizens Committee , Johnstown, Pa. 

October 4 , 1937 


Anonymous Contributions 

Receipt No. 


871 

Bronxville, N. Y. 

25.00 

900 

Palmyra, Pa. 

50.00 

964 

New York, N. Y. 

200.00 

1182 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

100.00 

1232 

New York, N. Y. 

50.00 

1237 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

1000.00 

1367 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

200.00 

1456 

New York, N. Y. 

25.53 

2279 

Cincinnati, O. 

25.00 

2382 

Boston, Mass. 

25.00 

2456 

New York, N. Y. 

200.00 

2505 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

2558 

417 Cortlandt St., Belleville, N. J. 

50.00 

2683 

Devon, Pa. 

25.00 

2747 

New York, N. Y. 

45.00 

2845 

Johnstown, Pa. 

100.00 

2853 

New York, N. Y. 

1000.00 

2950 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

2993 

South Hamilton, Mass. 

50.00 

2994 

South Hamilton, Mass. 

50.00 

2995 

South Hamilton, Mass. 

50.00 

3045 

Pittsburgh, Pa. 

80.00 

3072 

Lansing, Mich. 

25.00 

3341 

Johnstown, Pa. 

100.00 

3931 


50.00 

3944 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 
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3601 

Johnstown, Pa. 

100.00 

1227 

Plainfield, N. J. 

100.00 

2459 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

2854 

New York, N. Y. 

100.00 

4171 

c/o Frank Geis, Johnstown, Pa. 

200.00 

4172 

c/o Frank Geis, Johnstown, Pa. 

150.00 

4173 

c/o E. 0. Murray, Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

16892 

Citizens Committee, Johnstown, Pa . 



October 4, 1937 

Contributions Received Through Local Solicitors 


Anonymous 

300.00 

B. H. 

25.00 

Anonymous 

25.00 

Anonymous 

25.00 

Anonymous 

100.00 

Anonymous 

100.00 

Anonymous 

50.00 

Retail Coal Producers Assn. 

543 Vine Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

200.00 

S. D. Baumer 

R. D. #5 

Johnstown, Pa. 

40.00 

H. H. Phillips 

327 Lincoln Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

Wilson Slick 

802 U. S. National Bank Bldg. 

Johnston, Pa. 

250.00 

E. W. Trexler 

514 Luzerne Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

W. C. Frank 

338 Wayne Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 
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H. M. Crossett 

124 Arlington Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

H. E. Trout 

451 Orchard Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

P. J. Scott 

132 Walnut Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

F. E. Howells 

515 Luzerne Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

W. H. Bennett 

504 “Wayne Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

B. A. Blum 

420 State Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

40.00 

H. P. Veil 

444 Wonder Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

40.00 

E. 0. Murray 

535 Grove Ave. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

35.00 

R. E. Penrod 

722 Luzerne Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

J. F. Wilbur 

470 Wonder Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

H. H. Phillips 

327 Lincoln Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

D. H. Wendel 

402 Luzerne Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

100.00 
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E. F. McGinley 

Menoher Highway 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

C. R. Ellicott 

701 Tioga Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

100.00 

R. E. Hough 

117 Mabel Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

S. D. Evans 

406 Wayne Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

60.00 

T. R. Johns 

Montour Ave. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

100.00 

E. L. Roberts 

345 Park Ave. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Johnstown Grocery Co. 

618-24 Railroad Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

Johnstown Dry Goods Co. 

Jackson & Locust Sts. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Friendly City Box Co. 

761 Railroad Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Anderson Paper & Towel Co. 

619 Railroad Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

16893 Andrew Urban 

Strayer, Pa. 

25.00 

H. George Wright 

Main Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 


I 
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G. I. Naylor 

320 Main Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Rep’s 

Main Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Murdock Lumber Co. 

First National Bank Bldg. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

E. J. Newbaker 

Windber, Pa. 

250.00 

Charles Berwind 

Philadelphia, Pa. 

250.00 

John C. Cosgrove 

Swank Bldg. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

E. E. Hartley 

Vine & Franklin Sts. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

George J. Griffith 

Bedford Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

50.00 

Cambria-Lochrie Coal Co. 

543 Vine Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Citizens Coal Co. 

U. S. National Bank Bldg. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Sheesley Coal Co. 

837 Horner Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Henderson Bros. 

Johnstown, Pa. 

25.00 

Johnstown Sanitary Dairy Co. 

Somerset Street 

Johnstown, Pa. 

200.00 
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16894 Board Exhibit No. 90 

The Union Trust Company of Pittsburgh 
Post Office Box 926 
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 

Carl R. Korb 
Vice President 

June 24, 1937 

Mr. George C. Rutledge, Treasurer, 

Citizens’ Committee, 

c/o Johnstown Bank and Trust Company, 

Johnstown, Pennsylvania. 

Dear Sir: 

We have been requested by a customer who does not 
v:ish the name divulged, to forward you the enclosed check 
for $1,000.00. Kindly treat the contribution as anonymous. 

Very truly yours, 

C. R. KORB 
Vice President 


CRK-H 
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BETHLEHEM 8TEKL COMPANY 

CAMBRIA PLANT 
OSNSRAL MANAQKS'l OmCS 
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Board Exhibit No. 92 

THE CITIZENS COMMITTEE 


853 


•nd 

THE STEEL WORKERS COMMITTEE „ 

of A /, V ? V 

JOHNSTOWN. PA. & cr1 ^ ^ J JL-J 

yilNSTOWN. PA. 


TNUTIII w»«t 


|('M 


Juno 24. 1937 


* e 11 o w -hido r i can: 

In tho behalf or American citizeno who were deprived 
or theL p right to work, we ore appealing ror runds. 

Governor Earle closed the Johnstown plant of the 
Bethlehem Steel Company .it n time when over 70 per cent Of the 
mllluien were ntill at work. :i»d deoired to continue working. 

Kneed by threats from John L. Lewis and the 0. 1. 0., Governor 
Earle put the interests of on arbitrary minority before hie ©worn 
duty to the citizens of Pennsylvania. 

We were directly hit by the Johnstown incident. But your 
interests are concerned also. If it can happen tier*, it can 
happen anywhere clue...perhaps in your community. 

Unless some effective fight Is unde immediately, unless 
public opinion la aroused, our elected representatives will 
continue to give in weakly to the threats of noisy minorities. 

We make this appeal to YOU because we believe our fight is 
your fight. Will you please send us what you can? No sum is too 
small to help. 

Your contribution will be used to Inform public opinion 
and not for any litigation. 


V 

v a 


cX- 




Very truly yours, 

FRANCIS C.* MARTIN, 

Chairman, The Citizens Committee 

~f. t* fs$t £ y 2 


Contributions should^be forwarded to George C. Rutledge, 
Treasurer, The Citizens Committee, Box H, 

Johnstown, Pa. 


asurer. The Citizens Committee, Box ii, / _ ✓ 

/fe JT-X-f rLrcA, Ti 
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8 o 3 7 


Fwa H fV tmm OKM 


Charges, other offices 


Sheet No. 1 ♦ 
ph.Jour.#A-9973. 
Service Rate f97*50 


Account of Betblefcem .steel, company. 

np^tinn Ha dlcil Tcndencl.g, (cnSB B .N..1*.. ...... 

Slip t Ooo.g* Hunt. Riji mon plain paper made out to Francis Sykes.*.- 

and iaalneed In pi sin sell ftd tnTftlogft ;narVp<1 ."PzasottA?,- i&s-GQliSZDB&'ZZXL* -.- 
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8538 


Par* J*. i-rrioa LOY 

Account of.Bathlahem Steal Company^ 

Operation. . A ft. J 

Supt.- 


Charges, other offices.Sheet No..l.< 


. .—.. Phila .Jour .#236 

...Bill to ..£«**• 9J*M| C/o !?*•£ Rate $242.60 (ao expense.) 
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Account of Bethlehem Steel Company. 

Oneration Radical Conditions - i-ackawanna (CASE D.T.) 


Operation. 

Supt. 

\ 


Charges, other offices Sheet No. 1* 

Phiia.Jour. ^©-237. 

Rate $10 7 .>0 plus expenses 
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Fcl*«' 0 ’ e - 
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Board Exhibit No. 98 


8 o 4 \ 


Account of Bethlehem Steel Company Charges other offices Sheet No. 1. 

Operation. Radical Activities (CASE D.K.) Phi la. Jour. B-239. 

Supt. Bill to Francis Dykes, C/o B«thlehem Steel Co., Rate $1*2.50 Plus^Expen^es. 

p Bethlehem, Pa., Bills on plain paper-debtor G.G.Hunt. 
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fmtm J4. mmm LOY 


Account of. BethXe,hen>.Ste.fl CoflRP^ny•.— ~ Charges, other offices-.Sheet No..!•*.—j|C92z_ 

Operation,—.. . ............. Bate fP-ftft gi 

«n Bills on plain paper to Francis Dy^es, to G.O.Hunt, »***■•_ U 

Snpt —..........—Bill to-gncioure envelope marked^Pereoool and Confidential Mr.Francis Dykee*" 0 _ 
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854 


r«. ,« r«r-,o« i.oy Bills on plain paper-*’ranci8 Dykes $r. to G.G.Hunt,Cr. 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Company. Charges, other offices Sheet No. l * 

Operation,™......Irregularities - Sparrows Point-Case F.J. Ph.Jour.£B-252. 

.Francis Dykes, Enclosure envelope marked Personal and Confidential. Rate $162.50 plus 

Snpt .........Bill to C/0 Bethlehem SteelCo.*Bethle hem, Pa. “ark larger envelope Personal. incidentals. 
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tmm >4. ». 0 Y 

Account of.Bethlehem Steel Co mp a n y .. Charges, other offices. Sheet No. 

Operation,^ Radical Ac tivities* Case K»G« . .Ph.Jr* B-248 

Hunt gill to-PT®? 01 ® Dy kea« Vo Bethlehem Steel W>.,Beth., Pa. Rate $106 *°° 

rendered on plain paper- G.Ga Hunt, * 
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Board Exhibit No. 102 


85 


Para J4. rr-»o» u>v 




Account of Bethlehe» 8teel Company. .Charges, other oflices . Sheet No. 1» 

Operation,. Kadleal vondit ions* Johnstown* (Case 1.1.) Ph. Jour. #B- 264, 

Supt. Bill to Brands Dykea*C/o Bethlehem. Steel Co** . **** 8137*5 Plua * 

— Plain paper* he this ham,Pa. 
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8546 


Time 

Foil* 


Account of Bethlehem Steel Company* ... Charges, other offices A 

Operation, Kadlcal Conditions - Johnstown, Pa*,)Cake I.J.) .J 

Supt. H* 113 ** •. Bill to Jrancie prices,C/o Bethlehem Steel Co. Bethlehem,Pa. 

plain paper. 

Opt. Detailed Relieved Dayt Rate Amount Dale ITEM Folio Aaoaat 
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Fo*« j« jtr-ic* I.OY 


Account of Bethleham Steel ^o.,. . Charges, other offices.Sheet No.>1*..... 

Operation, Radical.. vfonclit i onfi-J.phn8tQWD p.p.a* (Case .MX ^ .- Phi 3 a -ITour.#B-276 . 

Supt. Pitts-..... Bill^.plain pan er -granc i a.Dyk es y C/o Rethlehem...Steel Co.. ^BethleherajPa. 
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Account of Steel Poapany 
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Kotin i«. ltr-iom I.OV 


Account ofSethleher- Steel Co., (-U1 to te mie out W L ^k other offices. S tf o 

Operation. ^ployeee. .#A-89l8-58.0C plus *2.00 

Suot Kr.G.C.Elint Bill to Dykes on plain paper to read Francis Dykes; to «.L.Stiies,Dr. 
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16917 Board Exhibit No. 106 
Copy N.Y. Exec. N.Y. WFW Buf. 

Journal 

Philadelphia Journal #B-273 
Rate $120. plus 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Operation Radical Conditions (Case B.D.) 

Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes, 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 
Remarks: Old client financially responsible. 

Not confirmed. 

Reports delivered through the Phila. Office. 

Bills on plain paper—Francis Dykes, Dr. to G. G. Hunt, 
Cr. 

Phila. August 6th, 1936. 

Our client desires that we make additional efforts at Buf¬ 
falo to determine to what extent Communists and other rad¬ 
icals are interfering with their employees: 

Plan: Will be to assign this to the Buffalo Office. 

Assigned to—Buffalo. 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and Correspondence at Phila. to be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 

16918 Board Exhibit No . 107 
Copy N.Y. Exec. N.Y. WFW Buff. 

Journal 

Philadelphia Journal #B-236 
Rate $242.50 no expenses. 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Operation Radical Conditions (Case D.Q.) 

Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes, 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co-., Bethlehem, Pa. 
Remarks: Old client, financially responsible. 

Not confirmed. 

Bills on plain paper. 

Phila., July 3rd, 1936. 

On Saturday, June 27th, Asst. Genl. Mgr. Dudley and the 
Div. Mgr. conferred with our client in Bethlehem, 
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Client stated that they have received information that 
radicals and other outside disturbers have been sent to Buf¬ 
falo to annoy, harass, and disturb their employees. They 
desire us to investigate these different characters as they 
desire to protect their employees. They expect us to keep 
them posted up to the minute on events and conditions as 
they occur from day to day. 

Plan: Will be to refer this matter to the Buffalo Office. 

Assigned to—Buffalo. 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and Correspondence at Phila. to be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 

16919 Board Exhibit No. 108 

Copy N.Y. Exec. Pitts. 

Journal 

Philadelphia Journal #B-276 

Rate $75.00 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Operation Radical Conditions, Johnstown, Pa. (Case 
M.R.) 

Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 

Remarks: Reports delivered through the Phila. Office. 

Bills on plain paper, Francis Dykes, Dr. to G. G. Hunt, 
Cr. 

This is a peculiar case, out of the ordinary, and the Fin. 
Dept, will bill it for ‘‘Services rendered $75.00,” and in¬ 
clude in the bill any amount that Supt. Reed has to pay for 
information, which should not exceed $220. per month. 

Phila. August 8th, 1936. 

Our client desires us to make additional efforts to deter¬ 
mine to what extent Communists and other radicals are dis¬ 
turbing their employees at Johnstown, Pa. 

Plan: Will be to refer this Journal to the Pittsburgh 
Office. 

Assigned to—Pittsburgh. 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and Correspondence at Phila. to be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 
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16920 Board Ex. No. 109 
Copy N. Y. Phi. Balt. A SLS RD 

Journal 

Philadelphia Journal #B-244 
Rate $8.00 plus exp. 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Operation General Conditions Balto. Case 201 
Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes, 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 

Remarks: Reports delivered through Phila. office. Bills 
on plain paper, Francis Dykes, Dr. to G. G. Hunt, Cr. 

Philadelphia, July 10, 1936. 

Our client is interested in general conditions in Balti¬ 
more; i. e. activities of Communists, other radicals and out¬ 
side disturbers who may come to Baltimore to annoy and 
disturb their loyal employees. 

Client authorizes us to keep them advised along this line. 
Plan: Will be to refer this to Baltimore. 
Correspondence and reports at Phila. will be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 

S. L. STILES, 

Div. Mgr. 

16921 Board Ex. No. 110 
Copy N. Y. Exec. 

Journal 

Philadelphia Journal #B-231 
Rate $97.50 plus 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Company 

Operation Radical Activities, Bethlehem (Case B. N.) 

Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 

Remarks: Old client, financially responsible. Not con¬ 
firmed. Bills on plain paper—“ Francis Dykes debtor G. G. 
Hunt” 

Phila. June 29th, 1936. 

On Saturday, June 27th, Asst. Gen’l Mgr. Dudley and 
the Division Manager went to Bethlehem in response to 
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a telephone call where they conferred with Mr. Francis 
Dykes, Manager of Public Relations and George W. Vary, 
Manager of Industrial Relations. 

This is a new job from Mr. Vary and this is the first time 
we ever met him. 

These gentlemen stated they have information that Com¬ 
munists and other radicals are creating disturbances and 
discontent in Bethlehem, and they desire us to investigate 
the radical condition there that they may take the neces¬ 
sary steps to protect their employees. 

Plan: Will be to detail Asst. Supt. G. G. Hunt to make 
the necessary investigation. 

S. L. STILES. 

Assigned to—Asst. Supt. G. G. Hunt. 

16922 Board Ex. No. Ill 

Copy N. Y. Pitts. Exec. 

J ournal 

Philadelphia Journal ifB-265 

Rate $120. plus 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Operation Radical Conditions—Johnstown, Pa. (Case 
L J.) 

Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 

Remarks: Old client, financially responsible. Not con¬ 
firmed. Bills on plain paper, Francis Dykes debtor to 
G. G. Hunt. 

Phila., August 3rd, 1936. 

Our client desires that we establish additional contacts 
to determine to what extent Communists and radicals are 
influencing their employees at Johnstown, Pa. 

Plan: Will be to refer this to the Pittsburgh Office. 

Assigned to: Pittsburgh 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and correspondence at Phila. to be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 
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16923 Board Ex. No. 112 
Copy N. Y. Pitts. Exec. 

J ournal 

Philadelphia Journal #B-264 

Rate $137.50 Plus 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Operation Radical Conditions—Johnstown (Case I. T.) 

Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 

Remarks: Old client, financially responsible. Not con¬ 
firmed. Bills on plain paper, Francis Dykes debtor to G. G. 
Hunt. 

Phila., August 3rd, 1936. 

This Journal calls for an investigation at Johnstown, Pa. 
to determine to what extent Communists and other radicals 
are influencing clienc’s employees. 

Plan: Will be to refer this to the Pittsburgh Office. 
Assigned to—Pittsburgh 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and Correspondence at Phila. to be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 

16924 Board Ex. No. 113 
Copy N. Y. Balto. Exec. 

J ournal 

Philadelphia Journal #B-252 
Rate $162.50 plus incidentals. 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Company 

Operation Irregularities—Sparrows Point (Case F. J.) 

Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 

Remarks: Old client financially responsible. 

Not confirmed. 

Reports delivered through the Phila. office. 

Bills on plain paper—Francis Dykes, Dr. to G. G. 
Hunt, Cr. 
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Phila., July 22nd, 1936. 

Our client advised that because of increased business 
there has been an influx of a large number of new em¬ 
ployees, a great many of whom are unknown, and he de¬ 
sires us to observe and if there are any irregularities or 
depredations to keep him advised of all particulars. 

Plan: Will be to refer this to the Balto office. 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and Correspondence at Phila. to be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 

16925 Board Ex . No. 114 

Copy NY Pitts. Exec. 

J ournal 

Philadelphia Journal irB-239 

Rate $122.50 plus expenses 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Operation Radical Activities, (Case D. K.) 

Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes 

Address c/° Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 

Remarks: Old client, financially responsible. 

Not confirmed. 

Bills on plain paper. 

Phila., July 3rd, 1936. 

On Saturday, June 27th, Asst. Genfl Mgr. Dudley and the 
Div. Mgr. called on our client at Bethlehem. 

They desire us to purchase information from some one 
in Johnstown on local conditions, also the activities of vari¬ 
ous men who are trying to annoy and disturb their em¬ 
ployees in that town. 

Plan: Will be to refer this Journal to the Pittsburgh 
office. 

Assigned to: Pittsburgh 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and Correspondence at Phila. to be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 
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16926 Board Ex. No. 115 
(Copy) N. Y. Exec. 

Journal 

Philadelphia Journal #B-248 
Rate $105.00 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Company 

Operation Radical Activities, Bethlehem (Case N. G.) 

Reports & Bills to Mr. Francis Dykes 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 

Remarks: Old client; financially responsible. 

Not confirmed. 

Bills on plain paper—‘ 4 Francis Dykes debtor to G. G. 
Hunt.” 

Philadelphia, July 17th, 1936. 

On July 2nd, Mr. Francis Dykes telephoned the Division 
Manager and stated he has information to the effect that 
Communists are attempting to cause dissension among 
their employees and possible damage to their property and 
desires us to investigate to determine the extent of this 
movement, and also, if possible, the identity of the radicals 
involved in order that they may take the necessary precau¬ 
tions to safeguard their interests. 

Plan will be to detail Asst. Supt. G. G. Hunt who will 
adopt practical means to investigate the above. 

G. G. HUNT 
T. J. FINNERTY 

Assigned to G. G. Hunt. 

16927 Board Ex. No. 116 

Copy N. Y. Exec. N. Y. W. Buf. Pitt. Balt. Phil. 

Journal 

Philadelphia Journal rfB-235 
Rate $12.00 plus expenses. 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Company 
Operation Miscellaneous Investigations 
Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes 
Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 
Remarks: Old client, financially responsible. 

Not confirmed. 

Bill on plain paper. 
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Phila., July 3rd, 1936 

The purpose of this Journal is to provide for charging 
time and expenses in connection with short quick investi¬ 
gations of radical disturbers. No work is to be done or 
expenses to be charged without first securing approval of 
the client or the Div. Mgr. 

Assigned to: Buffalo, Pittsburgh, Balto., and Phila. 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and Correspondence at Phila. will be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 

16928 Board Ex. No. 117 

(Copy) N. Y. Exec. Pitts. 

J oarnal 

Philadelphia Journal #B-238 

Rate $107.50 plus expenses 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Operation Radical Conditions—Johnstown (Case M. L.) 

Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 

Remarks: Old client, financially responsible. 

Not confirmed. . 

Bills on plain paper. 

Phila., July 3rd, 1936. 

On Saturday, June 27th, Asst. Gen’l Mgr. Dudley and 
the Div. Mgr. conferred with our client at Bethlehem and 
he advised that they have information that efforts are being 
made by outside troublemakers to disturb their employees 
at Johnstown, Pa. 

Client desires us to keep them posted up to the minute 
on conditions. They do not desire us to investigate any 
employees, merely keep them informed of the arrival and 
activities of radicals and outside disturbers. 

Plan: Will be to refer this to the Pittsburgh office. 

Assigned to: Pittsburgh 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and Correspondence at Phila. to be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 
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16929 Board Ex. No. 118 

Copy N. Y. Exec. N. Y. WFW Buffalo. 

Journal 

Philadelphia Journal ifB-237 
Rate $107.50 plus expenses. 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Operation Radical Conditions, Lackawanna (Case D. T.) 
Reports & Bills to Francis Dykes, 

Address c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Bethlehem, Pa. 
Remarks: Old client, financially responsible. 

Not confirmed. 

Bills on plain paper. 

Phila., July 3rd, 1936. 

On Saturday, June 27th, Asst. Gen’l Mgr. Dudley and 
the Div. Mgr. conferred with our client at Bethlehem. 

Client stated that they have information that outside 
radicals are busy at Lackawanna where they have a mill. 
They desire to protect their employees from these disturb¬ 
ers. They desire ns to keep them informed right up to the 
minute of any one creating disturbances in Lackawanna. 
They do not desire us to investigate any of their employees, 
merely outsiders who come into the town to cause trouble. 

Plan; will be to assigned this Journal to the Buffalo 
office. 

Assigned to—Buffalo. 

S. L. STILES. 

Reports and Correspondence at Phila. to be handled by 
the Div. Mgr. 
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Account of SttOl Company Charges, other offices Sheet No. 2 ... 

Operation. IlT agttlarltloo . Sparrow# Point- Cae# P.J. Ph. Jr. B-252 

_ Rate $l62*50 plus Incidentals 

Snpt..GGH. -Bill tciFraacis Dykes*.o/o Be tills hem Sttel Co., Beth* Pa#. 80 oius 60 - nlue 


totalled 


ITEM M* AMOUNT 


aauQ iiOc#pu paus iiiCAaDiiwM* 

Sapt.OGH..Bill tciFraacis Dykes.*.c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., Beth* Pa# 80 plus 60 - v> 2.50 plus 

Plain paper- OOH* Cr. J 

T^m 

OfL detailed BoJkvcd Days 1st* Amim ITEM Foil* A«o««t Bill Bat* ITEM he 

-V &*//Out rfb - /S*S~» - xug. 3110 B 1 U 9142 ¥* 43* 33 258 62 

0 M/Wztet „ / a _ J* /£2&/(zSi M >' ^ M *?*.?/ / 

- - C 9o oi —■« 

a ' /£>ZjTb £ 7 0 O (f^j r 

V SA^ /£t?C- /Sir* - poo 24 > 6 lS~ 


yoaSf'' 


/i>ZST> 


’v>/f 7 




8080 


16951 











8566 


P — u “' v 3oard Exhibit No. 125-C 

Account of Be thlahea Steal Company* __ Charges, other offices.Sheet No.4*- 

Operation. .... Irregularitiea - Sparrova Pol^t -CaaeX.J. .......Phila.Jour.$-252* 

Su P‘- -Bill to lr«icl* QrJc.a»C/o 2a UU.aiua.3tMl C<>*-»60-302^5* j l* «. .. ... 

T,« ' ' ' ..P“' 

Folk °** HtatM BUhtk Days Koto Aaotat Dot* ITIM Folk Aaowt MM •* j IVOI JJSfL 

July^ji To B-8748 /175 ,*Z 

iu*. 31 • B-9142 258 62 

48 OOH. Oct. 1 am. Oct. 162 50 Sept .30 • B-9358 700 58 26 6 35 f A 

/7 f/9 / <*_ >/ y&ZTTO /ti-Jo (2y-y S^SO, ' ' / j ] 

* ^ ?/ *j rs?a : j / I 1 


Supt. 


Tlx 

Folk 


St tolled 




Js 6 i ~?irr / a~ 




I y, /£* sj Z_ 

- Z25EZT V ! 

/Jif* 3, UO* / 7>5 Yaj 7fff7 


Jo “i> /Ax So sZr&So * 


A~r 


<S& 07 > 

/SzS 7 > 


^ /c/ 03 p 

/o™ 0,4^ iff? '% 

edoa. <f> «- S’xja 


se/Sjy 


yo/oJ. 


* 4 /d\ 


16952 
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Account of 

Operation. 

Supt. 

lUM 

Foil* °> l - 


3oard Exhibit No. 126 

Bethlehem Steel Company Charges, other offices 

Radical Conditions, Johnstown- Cane M.L. .~~.—. 

Bill to Francis Dykes, c/o Bethlehem Steel Co. a Beth. x Pa. 

Plain paper- GGH, Cr. 


Sheet No. 

Ph. Jr. B-238 
Rate $107.50 
plus expensea 


Detailed 


talked 


Date 

1936 


July31 To B.8733 8/7 299 32 299 32 

Ph 13 Pltts.Au^ 1 am Aug / X- w 107 50 

A* /+* fr* -/fpo'Z - 

^ sepj-» - 


135 plus 60 - o02.50 

ITU Falla AMOUNT 



16953 




00-a/l J Q. 


8588 






Account of 
Operation. 

Supt. G>j:1 


3oard Exhibit No. 127 

Tie thleherc Gx.ee 1 company . ... Charges, other offices Sheet No-?.—- 

Radical Activities- Ease D.K. Ph. Jr. B-239 


Bill to — 
Pla 


, « , "* , T' ‘ "Z Z ' Rate *122.50 plus expenses 

ar.cis ^ykes* c/P deth.ehen Steel Co, ,Betn. *Pa...„. 3_20 plus 60- 

ia paper- GGE, Cr. 


Tin* 

Foil. °* 


»e(^ticC 


KcUcvcd 

13 Pitts.Au^; 1 arn Au^ v " 


0 sy* tilt 

122 50 


Aft« 9 tn J>»n- 


STtA 


F«tX 


Aaoest 


aw 




302.50 


rs:!^> *SCL?;’r 


iroo 

July 31 To 5.8745 8/7 


309 44 309 44 4§L 

?. 134 CtfR Au£ 1 ax Augl2 px 12 122^SQ 49 QQC&y/S 

' 3/ <Z-L— 













T 


Fwm u. rt •»,«« i **\ 

Account of 

Operation, 

Supt. 


Board Exhibit ^o# 128 


Tiae 

Folia 


Opt. 


Bethlehem Steel Company 
Radical Activities- Case D.K. . 

GGH Bin to Francis Dykes, c/o Btthlehea Steel Co,, Beth,, Pa, 
Plain paper- GGH, Cr. 

1 pys ,TEm Fo "° 


Charges, other offices Sheet No. 3.. 

Ph. Jr. B-239 

Rate $122,50 plus expenses 
120 plus 60 - 


Detailed 


Believed 


Day, late 


Aaaent 


Aaoaat 


Mil 


Dale 


ITEM 


PeUe 


//• 


~/».n — fca .31 3 ?* 1U . *5o 42 


vr 




140 98 

c lofW 


8539 


302.50 

AMOUNT 


lefiftn 




8590 


*t 


Board Exhibit No. 129 


Account of StOl C«pmnj._ 

Q^non. h * d l e> 1 AotlT ltB , I, 

Supt.___Bill to - JraaclaD y fcaa , C/ 


Charges, other offices..... Sheet No.—4.*...,- 

_.. Pfcila. Jour. #B- 239 . 


9 


Retail •* 


imn<4 Diyi - Rat* 


<£&? fa* 


far 




Dtu ITEM 

1936. 

Jfcly -31 To b- 8745 
lag. 31 ■ B -9139 


450 42 


Bat# $122.50- plus sxpenset. 

120 plu# 60 • 302.50 

m Bit* - nw IHto AMUKT ^ 

309 44^^ ^ 

140 98 


16956 




* 


} 


© 


I f» •» Ml • **' 

Account of 
C)pcr.it i* *n. 
Supt. 


-Oil 


Board Exhibit Ho. 130 

Bill on yJain paper 

Bethlehem Steel Co. ‘ r Chafes, other ofl.ces 

Miscellaneous Investigation. 

Bill to Francis Dykes, c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., 

Room 737. Bethlehem* Pa 


853 j 


Sheet No. 2 

Ph. Jr. B-235 
Rate $12.00 



Room 737, Bethlehem,Pa. 
Amount ^ ITEM F«lio 


Amount 


July 31 To B.8749 8/8 

195 34 

a «7 / *- 'f? 

2&o 

ICf /£/ 

9^¥-° 

2 y ^ /6±~ 


2, *■ '7' 

SSo 

a. 0>- 


it7 

334~ 


/f\T 

x//a* 

~JL *'** XT' 

Wf 



16957 


► wui U ■t'MUUl I.OY 

Account of Bfthlohfsit Stttl CO 


Board Exhibit No. 131 

Bill on plain p»P* r 


Charges, other offices Sheet No. } 



8532 


AMOUNT 


if.7'r 

i 


/ 


16958 






Board Exhibit No, 132 


8533 




Account of uethlehe- Steel Company, 
Operation. Itie^llaneoua Invea tisatione* 
Supt. Bill to Prancia Dyke a •.. ..; 


Charges, other offices... Sheet No. 4. 


Phila . J our • #B*235♦ 
Rate $12.00 



16959 












Fo*m u. rr-, m i.fY Board Exhibit No. 133 

Account of Bethlehem ^teel Company Charges, other offices. Sheet No. 2 

Operation.. Radical Activities > Bethlehem- Case B.N. .-.Ph. Jr- B-231 

Supt. GGH Bill to Francis Dyhes, c/o Bethlehem Steel Co.,3eth. ,Pa. nelessa^ex^. 

145 plus 60 - 302.50 plus 


Plain paper- GGH,Or. 


(Enclosure envelope marked 


Tta* 

Folio 


Opt. 


Detailed 


Relieved 


Day* 


Rate 


Amooot 


Date 

1936 


ITEM 


Folio 


Amouot 


Bill 


Data , 

//»/ 


ITEM 


354 92 


13 GGH Aug. 1 am 


July 31 To B. 8746 8/7 

Aug^..^> J/ 9? SO 5“ //^? 

A «2—- 

■ -i=L 

, JLr J/ 4^ ^ cJoTJ 


329 9^-< -y 


Folio 

✓ 


/ 


AMOUNT 


Oe?3 


/?S>^3 


859 


16960 
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Board Exhibit No. 134 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Company . . Charges, other offices 

Operation.- Jfcdloal AqUTHUh,-Bothl«hea- Cane B.K. ------ 

Snpt_flfflSL.Biji to.mBOlB -ByXft» . a/ft Be thl e hem St eel Co. , Beth, , P»,._ 


Sheet Noi-- 

Rate §7^ Jo^ionth, 
>lue neoer--~ 


859 


... —— — - Tti nfl7lil V V« .xr'w.MTn.u m.. — i 

Plain papar- OOH. Cr. (Xnolotura anralopa mark ad 




16961 


4c«- 








%.%. I3S" 


. \ Board Exhibit No. 135 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Company. ChafJ 

Operation. Radical Activities, Bethlehem, - case * N. 

Supt. Bill to Francis Dykes, C/o 3.S.C0., Bethlehem, Pa* 


A 

Charges, other ofiiccs Sheet No. * 


* Phila. Jour.#3-231 # 

Rate $97.50 

14J- plus 50- 302.50 plus. 


TiM 

Foil. °’*- 


Detailed 



i),t. itim r..i 0 

1936. 

Amoant 

Bill 

AUg.31 ro B9140 


320 81 

July 31 " 8746 


329 92 

Sept 30 ■ 9 35'5 

976 81 

316 08 

Oct. 15 To Expensel98 

10 00 

(S~ ^ ^3 

/of 73 


3 / s // 

/of PC 


- 4 > c^-~«— 

7 7 ^ 



Date ITfc.H Folio 

✓ 1' /•> . 'C? /> __ 




/ 


So3o 


AMOUNT 


ffa~o/ 


_ ■_ /{ L* V'Y 

J/ ■&*/</ Phnr'. / ^ nr '3c^ Jc fo-So 



£?*>■ $**+**£- 


<Z.f ¥f3 3_ 

f/s'e/ 3///^'>^ w * a ,^ 3 . 

/ / ja_ 0<£ Pu * zj <5^0 

97 SV 


/p ^S/j/ a&C^ 






'■oJ it'e/vs 3XJ f/ 


/ Xfjlf- 


16962 
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»«n u ww U» t-OV Board Exhibit No. 136 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Company . Charges, other offices.Sheet No.. J2... 

Operation. Radical Conditions-.Case.....B.aQ.*. ... .Ph-...Jr. B-236 

Supt. GGH Bill to Francis Dyke8, c/o Bethlehem Steel Co., 


8o3/ 


Rate $242.50 (no expenses) 


Ti«e . 

Folia °* 


Bills on plain paper- GGH, Cr. 

Detailed Kelietcd Days Rate Aaoaat 


ITEM 


Falla 


Bethlehem, Pa. 

19°$ 

July 31 To B.8732 8/7 


Aaaaat 


Ph 13 Buff. Aug. 1 am Aug 


242 50 


234 60 

j/ cfyc/fSl/J) y V £✓£ j£ 

7 r/ -£ZZ-£L 

>/ ^ V71/0 



16963 







Board Exhibit No. 137 

Account of Bethlehem Steel Company 
Operation. Radical Conditions- Case D.^. 

Supt. _ G0H , Bill to > ,r ancia Dykes, c/o Bethlehem Steel Co, 
Bills on plain paper- CCH, Cr. Bethlehemi Pa. 


Charges, other offices ^ 6 . .: 

.Lt« $242.55 (no .xp.n«.») 


8 o 3 


T««c 

ton. °*- 


Detailed 


Relieved Dayt Rate 


Asoaat 




Jp'jS 


• / ~ fo - Aug. 3* »B1U9132 9/34 

v J& 7 *' f?3 ^ 


/ a* A*' af'isTo 




A mm at BUI Data ITEM Palla AMORT 

477 10 242 50cj 7 /{ > 

2 -JVS 0 

Z</2 So _ 

7/ 7 io 7/9 i 

VXBCXS- 

7/^60 Z?.2.S~0 


16964 
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B»*W Exhibit 133 

Account of .. B#ti*ltl*fm Stool Company. 

Operation, -.2>.fc, Char ges, other offices. Sheet No. 4 * 

Su P t *.~.Bill to IfcWI.Cio.Jfcr]*^ c/o B 8 Co 7..***!*• * our. &-2M 

T _ 3.3.Co. t -3, mBh8ai ,p. > .Rat. %***£ 

f.,u •» ».uu,d // ^*° —o 

__ 1936. P ‘“* *— w , *« irw 

___July 31 To B-8732 2u ^ 

^—-——Aug. 31 ■ B-9132 Z ^ 4 60 . /*<**&. J ~ 

-«.x 0.,, .... & $ ~* 

- ' - . ■ 

v ^•v > -* ».- -erg ***“**’'}**-»- —5 

Avajo, ~~?^r ViJ , 


Ml °* U HE* 

234 60 1- ; <,// 

242 50 ' " /(,K 


f/’pt.sa 

f?aoj» 


v: 
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Board Ex. No. 139 

(Second copy submitted to Committee) 

C.M.R. 

Aug 13 1936 
PTTS. 

Report of 
D.K. 

Phila. B239 
C.M.R. Case DK 

In x x v • J ° ]uistown ' Pa - Aug H-1936 Tuesday 
in x x x today m conversation with v v v “ y ,_ 

v ell ,„ inCTS ,£"*£ $'Lz r‘ fo ; Eoo “- 

" taTfa. to or**™, steel 

16967 ir 0f M P f ™» Roosevelt. 

9 nwi M r .' n ;" S " or,[i ”S ”«» and after tier pet 

r X: 2 ? jxs 3& isrr r 

onitsr ,hc ^ss 

flj* 

among the workers. Organizing workersTu Radt,! 
demeanor char*,. The better c aM 
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towards xx. xxxxx to take some steps to deport Steve be¬ 
cause tliev feat that in the present steel organization Steve 
will cause a lot of trouble as he is a member of Communist 
party, and will in case of trouble bring a lot of out- 
16086 siders to Johnstone to storm the mills. Steve is not 
an American citizen and he was refused the papers 
because of his criminal record, xxx. xxxxxx stated that 
Judge 6rear and Prosecuting Attv. will go a long way to 
deport Steve, but they are waiting for xx. xxxxxx to take 
steps because Steve was arrested for robbing a box car, 
but xx. xxxxx just dont know how to go about it and is 
asking for help. 

16069 Board Ex . No. 139A. 

(Second copy submitted to Committee) 

Report of D. K. C. M. R. Aug 14 1936 Pitts 

Pliila. B. 

C. M. R. Case D. K. 

Aug. 12-36 Wednesday 

xxxxx xxxxxxx who operate a beer garden and Hotel on 
cor xxxxxx and xxxxxx St. just accross the st. from the 
gate to xxxx shops Employes stop there before entering 
shop and after they came out, and during the time the em¬ 
ployes are in his piace the proprietor has constantly urged 
the workers not to join the Union because if they do there 
will be trouble. He told them Lewis will be here until after 
the election, then he will open up on the steel industry. 
He will help to elect the Roosevelt and Roosevelt will help 
him to organize steel industry but the steel industry will 
never consent to that. 

xxxxxx xxxxxx said that he had talked to several Hundred 
steel mill men who are his customers and has come to con¬ 
clusion that the employes are not in favor of outside Union 
but they fear if they dont join that there will be trouble 
from the Union, as they fill that Lewis is a close friend of 
Roosevelt and Roosevelt will clamp down upon the 

16070 industry after the Election because the Industry will 
spend large sum of money to fight his re-election then 

if they dont join the Union and the Union should win out, 
they would be on the losing side, but they would prefer to 
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remain as they are now with and bargain with the Co. 
through the employes representatives. 

In xxxxx xx x xxxxx xxx operated by xxxxx who is a 
Radical, xxxxx stated that the Radicals are working with 
Lewis for Industrial Union and the meetings have been 
held throughout the country to enlist other Unions backing 
the Lewis beside those 12 who already composing the 
C. I. 0. 

He stated that the following Unions have gone on record 
favoring Industrial Union besides the 10 original who com¬ 
pose the C.I.O. are as follows. 

The Fur Workers Union, Quarry Workers, American 
Federation of Teachers, Glove Workers, Jewelry Workers, 
Paper Workers, Elevator Construction Workers, Interna¬ 
tional Union of United Brewery, Flour, Cereal and Soft 
Drink Workers, Commercial Telegraphers, Amalgamated 
Meat Cutter and Butcher Union Workers and the Pulp 
and Sulphite Workers. 

16971 The radicals has contacted all of those Unions and 
they said that many of these Unions will voluntarily 
leave the A.F. of L. if efforts to patch up the differences 
fail. 

He said it will be remembered that these organizations 
recorded their support of Industrial Unions at the Fed¬ 
eration Convention in Atlantic City last year, so for that 
reason when Lewis comes out with big push after the elec¬ 
tion, he could muster tremendous force of Labor break¬ 
ing the steel drive, so whether or not the steel workers 
would willingly join the Industrial Union or not, they would 
he left without any choice because pressure will be 
brought upon them from other Organizations, then when 
Lewis calls a strike which assume will not be before April 
1st, 1937, the steel workers will not have any choice but to 
come out whether they are all ready members of the Union 
or not & they would fear to remain inside of the shop that 
is the opinion of many workers I talked with. 
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16975 Board Ex . No. 143 . 

Pliila. B-239 06045 

Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Rad. Activ. (Case D. K.) 

Expense of C. M. Reed 

1936 

July 17 Paid to correspondent D. K. for additional 

information July 1st to 15, 1936 36 59 

Received payment 

C. M. REED 

Received from C. M. Reed 

Thirty six and 59.dollars 

Payment in full for information sold to said C. M. Reed be¬ 
tween July 1st and July 15, 1936 

Signed 

For additional information 

D. K. 

16976 Board Ex No. 144 . 

Phila. B-238 06042 

Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Rad. Cond. Johnstown (Case ML) 

Expense of C. M. Reed 

1936 

July 17 Paid to correspondent for additional infor¬ 
mation July 1st to 15, 1936 3145 

Received payment 

Received from C. M. Reed Thirty one and 45/100 Dollars 
Paymnet in full for information sold to said C. M. Reed be¬ 
tween July 1 and July 15,1936 

Reed Payment 

Signed M. L. 

7-17-36 

For additional information 
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16977 Board Ex. No. 145 

Phila. B-238 06043 

Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Rad. Cond. Johnstown (Case M. L.) 

Expense of C. M. Reed 

1936 

July 17 Paid to correspondent M. L. for informa¬ 
tion July 1st to 15, 1936 58 50 

Received payment 

C. M. REED 

Received from C. M. Reed Fifty eight and 50/100 dollars 
Payment in full for information sold to said C. M. Reed 
between July 1st and July 15,1936 

Reed, payment 

Signed M. L. 

7/17/36 

16978 Board Ex. No. 146 . 

Ph. B 238 06104 

Beth. Steel Co. 

Rad. Act. Johnstown (Case M. L.) 

Expense of C. M. Reed 

1936 

July 30 Paid to correspondent M. L. for informa¬ 
tion July 16th to 31,1936 72 00 

Received payment 

C. M. REED 

Received from C. M. Reed Seventy two and no/100 Dollars 
Payment in full for information sold to said C. M. Reed be¬ 
tween July 16 and July 31,1936 

Received payment 

Signed M. L. 


7/30/36 




S606 BETH. STEEL CO. ET AL. VS. NATL. LABOR REL. ROARD. 


16979 Board Ex. No. 147. 

Ph. B 238 06101 

Beth. Steel Co. 

Bad. Cond. Johnstown (Case M. L.) 

Expense of C. M. Reed 

1936 

July 31 Paid to correspondent M. L. for additional 

information July 16th to 31,1936 36 77 

Received payment 

C M REED 


Received from C. M. Reed Thirty six and 77/100 Dollars 
Payment in full for information sold to said C. M. Reed be¬ 
tween July 16, 1936 and July 31, 1936 


Received payment 
Signed M. L. 

16980 Board Ex. No. 148. 

Phil. B 237 
Bethlehem Steel Co. 

Radical Conditions, Lact. (Case D. T.) 

Expense of C. E. McGinley 

July 31 Payment for information 
Add. “ “ 


7-31-36 

7285 


30 00 
24 00 


54 00 

Received payment 

C. E. McGINLEY 

July 31, 1936 

Received from C. E. McGinley Twenty four and no/100 
Dollars Payment in full for information sold to said C. E. 
McGinley between July 16 and July 31st. 

$24.00 Received pavment 

D. T. 

Additional pavment for information July 31, 1936. 

July 31, 1936 




